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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

WepNespay, June 14, 1911,

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D, D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

QOur Father in heaven, we thank Thee for our national en-
sign, a thing of beauty, which stands for law and order, liberty,
justice, equal rights, peace and good will to all men; that it has
become a national feature to eelebrate in song and story its
official birth and incomparable history in our public schools, by
patriotic societies, and the people in general. Grant, O God,
that the ideals which it represents may more and more ebtain;
that it may float on in peace over a happy, prosperous, God-
loving people forever. In the name of the Prince of Peace.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.
CALENDAR WEDNESDAY.
The SPEAKER. This is Calendar Wednesday.
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, Speaker, I move that the proceed-
ings under Calendar Wednesday be dispensed with for to-day.
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama moves that
the proceedings under Calendar Wednesday be dispensed with,
The question being taken, and, two-thirds voting in the
affirmative, the motion was agreed to.
THE WOOL SCHEDULE.
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, T move that the House re-
solye itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the

state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill

| (H. R. 11019) to reduce the duties on wool and manufactures of

wool,

The metion was agreed fo.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill (H. R. 11019) to reduce the duties on
wool and manufactures of wool, with Mr. Hay in the chair.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the
gentleman from Kentueky [Mr. Hepm].

Mr. HELM. Mr. Chairman, on yesterday, when the gentle-
man from Pemmsylvania [Mr. Darzerr] was addressing the
House, he made a characterization of myself that I do not think
I should permit to pass unnoticed. I shall not undertake to
reply to the gentleman in kind, preferring to follow the manner
of gentle breeding rather than that of the coarse and rough.

During the course of his remarks he had, to his apparent
satisfaction, successfully established the error of the statement
of the leader of the Democratic Party in his opening statement
with reference to the bill under discussion regarding the pres-
ent condition of the Treasury, and was proceeding to show
how the Treasury of the United States was bulging and ple-
thorie, and at that time I ventured to inquire whether or not
the work on the Panama Canal having pregressed since 1902,

and all the expenses incident thereto having been borne by the -

current revenues of the Treasury, that it oceurred to me that
if the Treasury was in the wholeseme and healthy condition
that it had been since the inauguration of that work, it was
unnecessary to issue the fifty millions of 3 per cent bonds that
are now being advertised for sale, carrying an annual interest
burden of $1,500,000 to be added to the present $21,000,000
annual interest account we are now earrying; that if the Treas-
ury had been able to carry this expense of over $200,000,000
without the issue of bonds, I questioned the wisdom of issuing
bonds at present to refund to the Treasury the amount of
money that had beem expended heretofore in the construction
of the canal, notwithstanding the faet that the right to issue
such bonds had existed since August, 1909. It struck me as
a little strange that if the Treasury is in the condition de-
scribed by him at this very particular time it was necessary
for the Secretary of the Treasury to issue these bonds now.
That statement he eharaeterized as ignorant, and coming from
an intelligence so ignorant as not to be werthy of an answer,
and immediately, with muech show of feeling, refused to yield
further in order that I might reply te him and have been com-
pelled to wait umtil this time to do so.

And yet I fail to see, Mr., Chairman, where his charaeteriza-
tion applies; and for myself, having made this statement, I am
willing for that accusation to rest upon the person who should
bear sueh a characterization, and I leave it to the Rrcorn to
show whether the gentleman merits his own characterization,
or whether I deserve it. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I wish to eall attention to the
fact that the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DArzerr] was
not in his seat this morning during the remarks of the gentle-
man from Kentucky.

I now yleld one hour to the gentleman from Yisconsin [Mr.
BERGER].

Mr. BERGER. Mr. Chairman, it is hardly necessary for me
to explain how highly I appreeiate the honar of being a member
of this House.

There is probably no other legislative body in the world in
which there are so many earnest, bright, and interesting men.
However, you interpret things as you see them, and you see
them from the point of view of your class—the capitalist class.

The first question you naturally ask of any new Member is,
What is your message?

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have a message to deliver from the
most advanced and intelligent section of the toiling masses—
from millions of men and women.

If you will bear with me in patience for an hour I shsll try
to deliver a part of that message to the best of my ability.

I am told that oratory counts for little or nothing in this
House—that you want facts. I am very glad of that, because
I hope to convince you within 5 minutes that I am not an
orator, and within 10 minutes that I have some facts.

Now, gentlemen, I just ask you kindly to overlook my Mil-
waukee accent, but to overlook nothing else. [Launghter.]

Some of the gentlemen here have repeated the old threadbare
fallacy that the high tariff is to protect labor.

Now, 1 want it understeod that there is no such thing as
protection to labor imn any 4ariff bill. I want to say this in
the name of the many millions of enlightened workingmen in
this country, and in all other civilized countries, who think for
themselves.
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Moreover, gentlemen, you are not in the habit of making laws
for the protection of labor. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

You are continually making laws for the protection of life
and property—for the protection of the lives of those who own
the property, and for the protection of the property they own.
You are continually making laws for manufacturers, bankers,
and merchants.

But the workingman who has no other property than his
labor gets scant protection, indeed.

If he wants to be protected, he must commit a crime; he
must steal or get drunk and disturb the peace or become a
tramp. Then the law gets hold of him and gives him protec-
t:on. Then he gets the protection of the jail or the peniten-
tiary.

As long as he is well and decent the law does not protect
him. The high tariff does not protect him.

What is the philosophy of the tariff?

The history of the protective tariff is the same in every
country.

Agricultural countries subsidize manufacturers for the pur-
pose of creating industries.

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries England became
the foremost manufacturing country of the world. Germany,
which before had supplied the world with manufactured goods,
had been thrown back in civilization and culture by the horrors
of the religious wars incident to the Reformation.

England bought the raw material of the world and sold the
manufactured product. In order to build up industries in their
own countries the European rulers tried to protect their manu-
facturers against the importation of English goods by putting
up a high tariff.

The history of the American tariff is very much the same,
The tariff reaches back to the days of Alexander Hamilton and
is based upon the same idea.

It simply meant subsidizing the manufacturers so as to build
up industries. It meant that the Nation was paying the manu-
facturer a bonus for investing his money in manufacturing.

The result in every country has been the same.

The high tariff at first stimulated competition. Everybody
who had any money or any business talent went into the manu-
facturing business. -

That tendency, of course, cut down the profits, It culminated
in this country about 1802, when one of those periodical crises
which are a part of our industrial system set in.

The result was natural enough. No matter whether we have
a high tariff or free trade, competition has a tendency to weed
out the economically weaker concerns.

That process of weeding out is mightily stimulated by these
industrial crises, a matter to which I shall refer again later.

The process of weeding out went merrily on in this country.
Toward the end of the last century a number of the remaining
big firms found it more profitable to unite than fo continue the
fight.

There you have the origin of trusts.

It is not fair to aseribe the origin of trusts entirely, or even
mainly, to the high tariff.

The high tariff is responsible for the trusts only as it stimu-
Jates competition, and inasmuch as it subsidizes the manu-
facturers.

But the outcome of competition is always the same. Compe-
tition always kills competition in the end. We find trusts in
high-tariff America and in free-trade England. We find trusts
in Germany and even in little Holland. As a matter of fact,
every flourishing industry winds up in a trust.

I can go still further. I will say that in every manufac-
turing country the manufacturers at first demand protection
and get it.

They want protection in order to conquer the home market—
the market in their own country. They demand it as a mat-
ter of patriotism. Business men are always patriotic when
there is profit in sight. [Laughter.]

But the business man, after he has gained control of the
home market and reaches out for the profits in other countries,
changes from the patriot to the cosmopolite.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania, Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield there?

Mr. BERGER. No; I shall ask the gentleman to wait until
I have developed my theme, and then I shall be very glad to
answer all questions. I am here to answer questions for the
next year and a half. [Laughter.]

The business man suddenly finds that the high tariffi—the
same high tariff which has helped him to control the home
market—is a chain on his legs when he wants to conquer the
world market, Therefore he is willing to drop the tariff.

This is the case with the highly protected iron industry. The
leading spirits in that industry are just about ready to drop
the high tariff not only for iron, but for everything else.

Thus, the New York Sun of Thursday, June 8, says:

bl
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iff to consecrate every sheep and every manufacturer.

Considering that the New York Sun is supposed to be Pier-
pont Morgan’s mouthpiece and the organ of standpattism in
industry, this is rather a frank admission.

Moreover, no lesser authority than Mr. Carnegie has declared
that we are ready for a reduction of duties in the iron industry.

I am not, however, concerned with the manufacturers’ side of
this question. The manufacturers are well able to take care of
themselves, and they are exceedingly well represented in this
House. [Laughter.]

What I want to bring out is that it never was intended that
the high tariff should protect the workingman., That pretense
was simply an afterthought, because the workingmen have
votes. [Laughter on the Democratic side.] Only Ameriean
manufacturers have dared to tell this falsehood to their work-
ingmen, Why? Because until very recent years American
workingmen were more ignorant on economie and social ques-
tions than their brothers in Germany or France,

The highly protected manufacturers of Germany never dared
tell their workingmen that the tariff was there to profect the
workingman. The protected manufacturers of France never
dared tell their workingmen that the tariff protected them.

It was only in this country, after the infant industries had
become giants, that some of our Pennsylvania politicians con-
celved the idea of claiming that the high tariff was here to
protect the workingman.

But this issue shows plainly the paramount influence of our
manufacturers and traders in political affairs, even though
every workingman in America has a vote. The manufacturers
palm off their private issues as national issues.

It is the manufacturers who want protection; it is the com-
mercial men, and mainly the importers, who want free trade.

The manufacturers, as I said before, pretend that protection
benefits the working classes,

But that this claim is a mere sham is evident from the fact
that they have never proposed to discourage the immigration
of foreign workingmen ; that, on the contrary, they have always
done all they could to encourage foreign laborers to come over;
that they have even sent agents to Europe to coax laborers by
false pretenses. *

There can be no doubt that wages are better here than in
European countries, but the causes of this fact have little or
nothing to do with the tariff.

The workman in highly protected Germany has somewhat
the advantage, in wages and hours, over the workman in highly
protected France. The workman in free-trade England has a
shade the advantage over the workman in highly protected Ger-
many. ]

It can not be shown that the tariff has any general effect upon
wages.

Higher wages in the United States are due to a number of
highly complex factors.

There is, first, the higher efficiency of the American work-
man, as the gentleman from New York [Mr. Reorierp] pointed
out in his interesting speech day before yesterday, There is,
next, the more perfected machinery upon which he works.
There is also the advanced development of trades unionism,
There is, furthermore, the fact that, until recently, large tracts
of public land served constantly to draw off some part of the
competing laborers of the towns and cities to the country.

Finally, there is the fact that the economic system, as a whole,
has never settled down in America into the hard and fast
groove in which it runs in Europe,

Indeed, that system in America still retains something of the -

elasticity of colonial times.

Since the great strike in Pittsburg in 1892—which ended with
the battle on the Monongahela—the claim that the high tariff
protects the workingman has become more rare. I should not
advise the gentleman from Pennsylvania or any other gentleman
to make such a claim before an audience of workingmen of
Pittsburg, Chicago, or Milwaukee when there is a strike on for
living wages in some branch of the iron industry.

While the products of our factories are highly protected,
sometimes as highly as 200 per cent, the producers of these
products are not protected at all. On the contrary, during the
last 20 years Slavonians, Italians, Greeks, Russians, and Ar-
menians have been brought into this country by the million.
Simply because they have a lower standard of living they have
crowded out the Americans, Germans, Englishmen, and Irish-
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men from the workshops, factories, and mines of our highly pro-
tected industries.

And in the steel mills of Pitisburg, Chicago, and Milwaukee,
where 80 years ago the so-called princes of labor used to get
{rom $10 to §15 a day, the modern white coolies get $1.75 for 12
hours a day, seven days in the week—having no time te praise
the Lord, and no reason either. [Laughter.]

As for the manufacturers of woolen goeds, Bulletin 57 of the
Census Bureau, which gives the figures on manufactures for
1905, shows (p. 93) that 44,452 youths and men, 24,552 girls
and women, and 3,743 children under 16 employed in the manu-
facture of woelen goods receive a yearly average of $396 and a
weekly average of $7.61.

The same bulletin shows that 29,883 youths and men, 82,130

girls and women, and 7,238 children under 16 employed in the | qu

manufacture of worsted goods receive a yearly average of $379
and a weekly average of $7.30.

According to social workers who have made a study of family
budgets, the minimum requirement in the United States for a
decent living for a family consisting of father, mother, and three
-small children is 750 a year. I believe that estimate is much
too low, and that none ef the gentlemen in this House would
want to live on it. However, the average wages in these two
highly protected industries are but litfle more than half this
sum

Tt is true that this average takes in the wages of children and
youths. But, on the other hand, it also takes in the wages of
the highly skilled mechanics and of foremen. Tt is therefore a
fair average; and it shows a wage entirely inadequate to sup-
port a decent standard of living.

As for me, I am against all tariffs—high fariffs or low
tariffs—and against low tariffs as a proposition to raise revenue.

Every tariff, high or low, means that it hits the poor man
worst. So long as a tax is placed on the necessities of life, it
will fall upon the poor man much more heavily than upon the
rich man. [Applause.]

To begin with, it is the poor people who, &8s a rule, have many
children. The tax on shoes will strike a poor sewer digger wwho
has six children six times as hard as it will the millionaire, who
has one child. Moreover, the digger .can afford it 1,000 times
less. [Applause.] :

Bvery tariff puts the burden upen the peeple who can afford
it least. BEvery tariff means that the wealthy people are not
willing to pay their share of taxes and that they want the poor
people to pay it for them. It means that these taxes go te the
‘manufacturer. .

This is all any tariff means.

It is in all cases an inheritance of the Middle Ages—ihe
Dark Ages—when the privileged classes did not pay any taxes
and the common people had to pay them all

The only just tax is an income tax [applanse] which is
graduated to such a degree that it will establish some fairness
as to the intensity with which it is felt by the poor people as
compared with the rich.

I do not want to be understood to imply that the working
class is benefited by free trade of itself. Free drade is no
panacea. Free trade would mean that a great deal of our
manufacturing would be done across the sea—particularly all
of the manufacturing that has not yet reached the trust stage.
[Applanse on the Republican side.]

Moreover, the working class can not endure any sudden low-
ering of tariffs. It is helpless to protect itself from the conse-
Quences.

Especially in our country, after many years of the highest
kind of a high tariff, any sudden change would be disastrous,
and that is where the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNpER-
woop] was wise. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

There are whole communities built up on a tariff schedule on
some manufactured commodity. A radical and sudden lowering
of the tariff on any of those products would, of course, unsettle
conditions, close workshops, and deprive thousands of wage
earners of their jobs. And since under our planless system of
production me provision whatever is made for the displaced
workers, the result would be widespread disaster and misery.
[Applause on the Republican side.] When society is willing to
mndertake the transfer of displaced workers from a dying in-
dustry to a flourishing one we can then welcome any radieal
c¢hange in the tariff that seems best for the Nation as a whole.

Labor does not need the so-called protection of tariffs. It
does need, however, protection against sudden changes for the
worse in economic conditions. And in so far as it has had any
protection it has protected itself by forming trade unions. It
has protected itself by strikes and boycotts, which have been de-
clared by the SBupreme Court of the United States to be illegal.

But, illegal or not, I hope labor will continue te mse them in
order to resist the forcing down of the standard of the bulk of
our population to a Chinese level. [Applause.] For in many
respects we have been coming down continually. [Applause.]

Before this, the capitalist era, common workingmen in Eng-
land could live a whole week on the earnings of four days.

Now, in Pennsylvania and elsewhere, common laborers can
w;r live a week on the earnings of seven days of excessive

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BERGER. Mr. Chairman, this is the first time that the
socialists’ view on the tariff has ever been heard in this House,
and if the gentleman will kindly give me a chance fo get
through with my statement, I shall be very glad to answer any
estions that he may wish to ask, and I have no doubt that he
will be able to ask them with much more profundity than now.
[Launghter and applause.]

There is always free trade in labor.

Under the present system, which we call in political economy
ithe capitalist system, the workingman’s labor has become a
mere ware in the market. And since the man's labor can not
ibe separated from the man, the workingman himself has become
4a ecommodity, whose time is bought and sold. The workingman,
or rather his labor pewer, is subject to the same conditions as
every other ware, especially to the conditions of supply and
demand and te competition.

The workingman's labor, or rather his time, is bought now in
the epen market by the highest bidder on the ene hand from
the Jowest seller on the other.

And the employers, that is, the master class, care only to buy
the workingman’s time when he is young, strong, and healthy.
?Vhillmhe is sick or when he gets old the employer has no use

or him.

The employer is not in business for the sake of charity. He
is in business in order to make profits—to malke money.

And because of this we see that our so-called free workers
are sometimes worse off—from the purely economic point of
view—than the blacks were under glavery before the war.

The negroe was property and represented about $1,000 in
value—sometimes more, sometimes less. He was property
which his master owned. Therefore the master, if he had any
sense, took good care of his human chattel. The master was
eager fo have the slave as long and in as good condition as
possible. When the slave became sick or when he died the
master lost money.

The case is entirely different with the white workingman,
the so-called free workingman. When the svhite man is sick or
when he dies the employer usually loses nothing.

And high tariff, er tariff for revenue only, or free irade,
like “the flowers that bloom in the spring, have nothing to do
with the ease.” [Laughter.]

The faet is that the capitalist, the average employer to-day,
is more concerned about a valuable horse, about a fine deg,
about a good automobile, than he is about his employee or
about his employee's family.

In most cases the employment is absolutely impersonal. The
employer does not know his employee by name, or even by
number. This is invariably the case with a stock .company
where the shareholders are scattered all over a city, a State, or
all over the country; sometimes over Europe.

Nor can any individual capitalist or employer, no matter
how charitably inclined he may be, change anything in these
conditions. A business or corporation that should try fo run
its plant on a charity basis would not last long.

As a matter of fact, under the present system it is usually
the worst employer who sets the pace. The employer who
can fleece and skin his workingmen best is best equipped for
the fight in the open market. He can produce his goods the
cheapest.

Thus competition has come to have a fearful meaning to the
working class.

On the one hand, it compels the employers to get their labor
as cheaply as possible; on the other hand, it compels the
workingmen to compete with one another for jobs.

Competition among the workers has become, therefore, a
cutthroat competition. It is a gquestion as to who is fo live
and who is to starve. It is often a question as to whether a
man is to stay with his family or become a tramp.

And the tariff has nothing fo do with that question, either,

There is always free trade in labor.

In many cases now the laborer is compelled to disrupt his
family and send his wife and children to the shop or factory.

For this is the greatest curse of machinery—or, rather,
the individual monopoly of machinery—that capital can be
coined out of women and even out of infaney, Thus, not alone
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are men fturned into wares, governed by demand and supply,
but they are also made to scramble for a precarious living
with their wives, sisters, and children.

In the cotton factories of the South, from where my Demo-
cratic free-trade friends come, the women and children com-
pose two-thirds of the working force. Very similar are the
condifions in our large cigar and tobacco factories and in the
workshops of many other indunstries.

Laws against this sort of thing are almost useless as long
as the present economic system prevails.

For while it is notorious that the wages thus earned by
a whole family do not on an average exceed those of the
head of the family in occupations where it has mot become
habitual to employ women and children, the abuse is still
daily gaining ground.

And the reason is very simple. Women and children do
not go into the factory for the fun of it; they are brought there
by dire necessity, by competition, And it is competition, too,
that compels the little children of the southern poor white
people to go to the cotton factory and offer their young lives
to be turned into dollars. Here are the figures of children from
10 to 15 years of age, inclusive, employed in 1900 in 11 Southern
States, with the percentage of the total number of children of
that age period:

Per
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Nor are conditions in most of the Northern States much
better.

With a system like this it is only natural that the rich should
become richer and the poor poorer.

Free competition imposes no restraint upon the powerful
They are at liberty to exploit the poor workman to their
hearts’ content.

And another thing: The strength on the eapitalist side is so
great, and the capacity for resistance on the side of the work-
men is so insignificant, that there is actually no freedom of
contract. The monopoly of the tools has made the employers
a class of autocrats and the laborers a class of dependents—of
hire}llirlllgs. The laborer is simply a hired appendage to the
machine.

The machine has come to be the main thing, the costly thing.
The living appendage, the laborer, can be gotten without much
trouble or cost. Nowadays, if an owner of tools does not want
to let a workingman work, the latter has no means of sub-
sistence unless he finds some other *“lord of production® who
will permit him to produce something.

And so this system now creates the dependence of the thou-
sands upon the few.

It is a paltry evasion of our capitalists to say that the work-
ers are free to accept or to refuse the terms of their employers.
The laborers have to consent. If they refuse the terms, there
are plenty of others, hungry, starved, and desperate, ready to
take their places. But suppose it were possible that the em-
ployer could not get other men to take the places of those who
refused the terms offered—and, pray, do not for a moment
think that this could actually be the case—the employer conld
stand it; he would merely stop business for the time being.
And do not imagine for one instant that he would suffer priva-
tion by so doing. His home would be just as radiant with Juxu-
ries as ever, and he would probably try to endure life by a
trip to some foreign country.

Now, another important consideration:

Since the working people do not receive the full value of their
products—because a considerable profit is made by the employ-
ing class on everything the workers produce—can they be ex-
pected to buy back these products? Their numerieal strength
makes them the chief consumers of the couniry and those on
whom production mainly depends.

In this way, by the laboring people not being able to con-
sume enough, and by the planless way in which production is
carried on in general, the so-called overproduction is created.

Of course, no matter how much-or how little the toilers of a
nation create, they always create more than they are able to

buy with their wages, because they have never received the full
value of that production.

In this way the so-called industrial crises originate. They
have come upon us about once in every 20 years, roughly
speaking, since «capitalist production began its sway. At such
times the trade and the manufacturing of a nation come fo a
standstill, because * there is too much on haad.”

And the working people have to stop work and go ragged
and hungry because there is too much on hand.

Statesmen, newspapers, lawyers, and so-called reformers on
such occasions claim that it is either too much silver or too little
gilver, or lack of confidence, or what not, that is the cause of
the industrial crisis, or panic, as it is sometimes called.

But hard times are really hard only on those whose sub-
sistence depends on their having work to do.

For the poor people the times are always hard.

During “hard times” the wives and daughters of the eapi-
talists, howerer, do not leave off attending balls, parties, and
operas, in their silks and diamonds.

On the contrary, if the times are very hard, the wealthy and
charitable people sunp!y arrange one more amusement and call
it a “charity ball.”

As far as security of work is ouncerned, the workman of
the present time is worse off than any of his predecessors in
history. In fact, the irregularity of his employment, the fre-
quency with which he is out of work, is the most alarming
fenture of the workingman's condition. The toiler of to-day
can not work when he wants to, or when he ought to, in order
to support himself and family. He can work only when it is

to the profit of the employer that he should do so.

How =all this came about—iwell, it is simply a matter of
industrial evolution.

In the Middle Ages, before capitalist production had come
upon the stage of events, a system of small industries pre-
vailed, and, m some few cases, has continued to the present day.

This system rested on the private ownership by the workman
himself of the means of production. The instruments of labor
were then paltry, dwarfish, and cheap; and for fhat very
reason, as a rule, they belonged to the producers themselves.
Since the fifteenth century, and since the power of
steam was utilized, these limited implements of production have
been gradually enlarged, united, and improved, uniil the com-
mon tool of the Middle Ages, and even-some of the instru-
ments that were common 50 years ago and later, have been
transformed into the machines of to-day.

In place of the hand loom, the spinning wheel, and the
smith’'s hammer there appeared the mechanical loom, the spin-
ning macine, and the steam hammer. Instead of the single
workshop there appeared the factory that combines the united
labor of hundreds and of thousands. At the same time pro-
duetion was transformed from a series of isolated—individual—
acts into a series of social and combined acts.

The yarn, the cloth, the metal articles which now come out of
the factory are the joint product of the many people through
whose hands they had to go successively before being ready.

No single person can say of them: “This I have made.” Yet
these socinl tools and social products are treated in the same
way as they were at the time when the tool was an individual
tool and when the product was created by the individual. So
the present new mode of production remains subject to the
old form of appropriation, although the new form of production
does away with the very conditions on which the old form was
based. In times of old the owner of the simple tool appropri-
ated or took for his own use his own product, while now—and
it is important to grasp this fact fully—the owner of the tool,
of the machine, appropriates the work of others. He appro-
priates this work without a jury and without a verdict.

And so we see plainly that the private ownership of the
means of productien, which was formerly the means of secur-
ing the product to the producer, has now become the means of
exploitation, and, consequently, of servitude.

The development of the tool into the machine separates the
workman from his product. In this way a comparatively small
number of capitalists obtain a monopoly of the means of pro-
duetion.

We are often inclined to deprecate the resistance of the work-
ingmen to the introdunction of machinery.

But these victories of the human intellect over the forces of
nature which naturally should be a benefit to all—an unlimited
source of blessing to the human race—have often become a
means of torture to the toilers.

How many wage earners has the introduction of machinery

thrown out of employment? How many lives have thereby been
destroyed?
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All the advantage of all the new inventions, machines, and
improvements now goes mainly to the small class of capitalists;
while on the other hand these new inventions, machines, im-
provements, and Iabor devices displace human labor and
steadily increase the army of the unemployed, who, starved
and frantic, are ever ready to take the places of those who have
work, thereby still further depressing the labor market.

It is from this army that the capitalist class recruit their
special police, their deputy sheriffs, their Pinkerton detectives,
and some of their minor politicians.

And the wageworkers are by no means the only sufferers.
The small employers, the small merchants, are also feeling the
sting of an unequal competition.

For every one of these men of business lives at war with all
his brethren. The hand of the one is against the other, and
no foe is more terrible to him than the one who is running a
neck race with him every day.

Therefore, in the factory as well as in the store, the wages
must be cut constantly, and the sales must be ever enlarged.
The latest improvements, the best labor-saving machinery, must
be nsed and as litle wages must be paid as possible. The race is
for life or death and “the devil gets the hindmost.”

The fierce competition lessens the profit on each article, and
this must be compensated for by a greater number of articles
being produced and sold; that is, the cheaper the goods the more
capital is required to carry on the business.

Precisely, then, for the same reason that the mechanic with
his own shop and working on his own account has nearly dis-
appeared in the struggle between hand work and machine
work—for precisely the same reason the small manufacturers,
with their little machinery, their small capital, and their little
stock of goods, are now being driven from the fleld.

And the same is the case with the little store that must com-
pete with the department store or the mail-order house.

It is that class that is yelling most loudly against the corpo-
rations, the railroads, and the trusts.

It is that class that wants the Sherman law to be made “ more
effective.” It is that class that would like to turn the wheel of
economie evolution backwards.

We can not destroy the trusts without destroying our civil-
ization.

Moreover, we do not want to destroy them. The trusts bring
gome system into the industrial chaos. They are the forerunners
of a new social order. They have put the first effective check
upon the disastrous evils of competition.

While competition grows more intense among the workers
looking for jobs, and while it still prevails among the small
traders and small manufacturers, the trusts have abolished
competition in the realm of “big business.”

The trusts are undoubtedly a milestone in the industrial evo-
Jution of the race. The trusts spell progress and are a tremen-
dous benefit. So far, however, they are mainly a benefit to their
owners.

What we must do, therefore, is to extend the benefits of this
ownership to the entire Nation. .

The national ownership of the trusts must be our next great
step in evolution. The Sherman law ought to be repealed and
a law enacted to nationalize every industry where the output
and the prices are controlled by a trust or a privately owned
monopoly.

On the other hand, it is the trusts which by their very magni-
tude have made the viciousness of the capitalist system clear to
everyone.

We see that the purely individualist theory of private owner-
ship of * property "—which our competitive wage system has
made the foundation of society—has resulted in practically
abolishing the possibility of private ownership for the great
majority of the people.

One-tenth of our population already owns more than four-
fifths of the wealth. The centralization of the control of prop-
erty is increasing with a rapidity that threatens the integrity of
the Nation. The average of wages, the certainty of employ-
ment, the social privileges and independence of the wage-earning
and agricultural population, when compared with the increase of
the wealth and social production, are steadily and rapidly de-
creasing.

And the very worst of the social temptations is that wealth
has become the greatest, one might say the only, social power.
All human worth is estimated in terms of wealth—in dollars and
cents,

Things can not go on like this indefinitely. White men will
not always stand it. We are by our present circumstances and
consequences creating a race of “white people” in our midst,
compared with which the vandals of the fourth century were a
humane nation,

Within a short time, with present tendencies unchecked, we
shall have two natiens in this country, both of native growth.
One will be very large in number, semicivilized, half starved,
and degenerated through misery; the other will be small in
number, overfed, overcivilized, and degenerated through luxury.

‘What will be the outcome?

Some day there will be a voleanic eruption. A fearful retribu-
tion will be enacted on the capitalistic class as a class, and the
innocent will suffer with the guilty.

Such a revolution would throw humanity back into semi-
baabarism and cause even a temporary retrogression of civili-
zation.

Various remedies have been proposed. Single tax, more
sllver dollars, greenbacks, and a dozen other remedies have
been offered. But since none of them does away with the
deadly effects of competition, and with the effect of the ma-
chine on the workman, I must dismiss them as insufficient.
This is particularly the case with the single tax, which would
simply for a time sharpen competition and thus increase the
misery of the working class. 3

The other day we listened to a fervid plea for the single tax
delivered on this floor by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
George].- He gave particular attention to the introduction of
this system in Vancouver, British Columbia, and painted in
glowing colors the blessings that had followed it. And now
comes the distressing news that Vancouver is in the midst of
a general strike, the first of its kind in that city, involving
every organized workman there. KEvidently the single tax is
not a substitute for bread and butter. [Laughter.]

But this is what the Socialists say:

The machinery and all the progress in implements of pro-
duction we can not and do not want to destroy. Civilization
does not want to go back to the Middle Ages or be reduced to
barbarism.

And as long as these implements of production—land, ma-
chinery, raw materials, railroads, and telegraphs—remain pri-
vate property, only comparatively few can be the sole owners
and masters thereof, As long as such is the case these few
will naturally use this private ownership for their own private
advantage.

The highest industrial order which competitive individualism
has given us, and can give us, is that of capitalist and wage
earner.

A capitalist and wage-earner order of society inevitably
ends in the ecoaomiec rule of a comparatively few absolute
masters over a numerous socially subject class.

The wage system was a step in the evolution of freedom,
but only a step. Without trade-unionism and labor associa-
tions the wage system would produce a social state lower than
that of feudalism.

There can be no social freedom nor complete justice until
there are no more hirelings in the world; until all become both
the employers and the employed of society.

This social freedom, this complete justice, can be accom-
plished only by the collective ownership and democratic man-
agement of the social means of production and distribution.

I realize that all this can not be brought about by a single
stroke—by a one-day’s revolution. But I know that all legis-
lation in order to be really progressive and wholesome must
move in that direction.

Legislation that does not tend to an increased measure of
control on the part of socilefy as a whole is not in line with
the trend of economic evolution and ean not last.

Legislation that interferes with the natural evolution of in-
dustry means the taking of backward steps and can not
succeed.

Legislation that divides nations into armed camps, that
creates useless navies, that puts up Chinese walls between
peoples eager to trade with one another, is reactionary and
can not endure.

The measure now under discussion is of small immediate
concern to the working class, In itself it means no material
change in the conditions of the working man or working woman.
But because it is in line with social and political evolution,
because it tends to destroy the old tariff superstition, because
it tends to break down the barriers between nations and to
bring into closer relations the various peoples of the world I
shall support the bill. [Applause.]

Mr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. BERGER. Certainly., How much time have I, Mr,
Chairman?

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman has 10 minutes remaining,

Mr. BERGER. Then I shall be glad to answer questiong
for 10 minutes.
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Mr. KAHN. Did I understand the gentleman to say that
the workmen in this country are worse-off than at any time
in the history of the world?

Mr. BERGER. I did not say anything of the kind. I said
that the certainty of employment is smaller under the capi-
talist system than under any previous system.

Mr. KAHN. I understood the gentleman to say—

Mr. BERGER. Oh, no. The gentleman probably was not
here from the beginning of my remarks. The wages are better
in this country than in any other couniry in the world. I
said that at the very beginning of my remarks, and explained
why.

Mr. KAHN. Because I know in my own city of San Fran-
cisco the savings banks have deposits of $159,000,000, which
are the savings of the working people of that community.

Mr. BERGER. Yes; and I know that you have had more
strikes and more hell in Ban Francisco than in any other city
I know of except Chicago. [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. KAHN. Strikes?

Mr. BERGER. Yes; more labor troubles.

Mr. KAHN, 8San Francisco is to-day the best organized
labor community in this country, and the workingmen there
have had strikes only to the same extent as they have had
them in any other section.

Mr. BERGER. And a few more.

Mr. KAHN. But they have been uniformly victorions, and
at the present time we are gefting along splendidly. We
have not had any serious strikes for about three years.

Mr. BERGER. Mr. Chairman, let me predict something.
I have been in the labor and socialist movement for 27 years.
The conditions in San Francisco, which the gentleman from
California paints in such glowing colors, are the result of a
quasi alliance between “ big business ” and a certain trade-union
element, an alliance for which I would never stand. Let us
see where this is golng to lead to. It so far has brought more
corruption than was ever known in any other city of the
United States.

Mr. KAHN. The alleged corruption was under a former
labor-union administration—

Mr. BERGER. I am not speaking about the labor unions, I
am speaking about “big business™ using the labor union as a
politieal tool. [Applause.]

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman—

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman from Wisconsin yield
to the gentleman from New York?

Mr. BERGER. I do. T[Applause.]

Mr, GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, I did not quite understand the
gentleman’s allusion to me and to Vancouver and to the strike
in Vancouver.

Mr. BERGER. If the gentleman will permit, I will read to
you so that you can formulate your question just right. I said:

The other day we listened to a fervid plea for the single tax, de-
lirered on this floor bémtihe gentlema.n from New York [Mr. GrorgE].

d particular a the introduction of system in
\ancourer. British Columh!a. aud painted in tiﬁowmg colors the
hle&el%ﬂ that had followed it. And now comes distressing news
that Vanecouver is in the midst of a ganeral strike, the first of its
kind in that city, involving every rgb rkman there, Evidently
the single tax is not a substitute for bread a.nd butter

Mr. GEORGE. The gingle tax is a taxation guestion. I would
like to? understand—does the gentleman connect me up with that
gtrike

Mr. BERGER. Oh, no. [Laughter.] Whatever I may say
about his theories, the gentleman from New York is innocent.
The gentleman has nothing to do with that strike. I did not
mean to say anything about if, but I wanted to show that the
single tax does not improve labor conditions. It does mot.
Strikes are just as fregquent in single-tax cities as in cities
where they do not have the single tax. That is what I wanted
to bring out.

Mr, GEORGH. I thank the gentleman. I feel very greatly
enlightened.

AMr, STANLEY. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. BERGER. Yes.

Mr, STANLEY. If I understood the gentleman, he said he
was not opposed to the organization of trusts. Is that correct?

Mr. BERGER., I am not opposed to the organization of
trusts any more than I am opposed to the Atlantic Ocean or
to the Mississippi River, or, let us say, to anything that is a
natural outcome of conditions. I explained that the trusts
are the natural result of industrial evolution, and anything
that is the natural outcome of an industrial development I am
not opposed to.

Mr. STANLEY. That is, that it follows inevitably?

Mr, BERGER. That it follows inevitably.

Mr. STANLEY, Now, I want to ask the gentleman this:
Does the gentleman favor the fixing of the price of commodities,

of these immense organizations engaged in interstate trade, by
the Government?

Mr. BERGER. Mr. Chairman, I favor it as a first step. If
is only primary. I understand Mr. Gary of the Steel Trust is
in favor of that

Mr. STANLEY. I understand so.

Mr. BERGER. And for the first time in my life Mr. Gary
and I agree on anything. But I will also say it will not
help much. It proves, though, that even the trust concedes
that it has grown to such dimensions that it has become a
quasi-public utility and that it is no longer a private business,
%mﬂy solution, however, is the national ownership of the

8

Mr. STANLEY. As I understand the gentleman, he speaks
of the trusts as a milestone in industrial evolution.

Mr. BERGER. Yes, sir.

Mr. STANLEY. In other words, the centralization of the
immense wealth and energy of the steel business, for instance,
in the hands at last of one man, and the centralization of the
manufacture of wool in the hands of one man, and the manu-
facture of other textiles, like cotton, in the hands of one man,
and the refining of sugar in the hands of one man——

Mr. BERGER. One concern.

Mr. STANLEY. I should say one person, whether corporate
or individual—that this will in a short time place the body of
the wealth of this country and the employment of all the labor
in this country in the hands of a few persons, whether corporate
or individual, and then the Government, as you say, should fix
the price of the commodities of these great concerns, and it will
be but a step from that until, instead of allowing them with the
price fixed by the Government to operate for the benefit of a few
individuals, they will be forced to operate for the benefit of all
men?

Mr. BERGER. Yes, sir.

Mr. STANLEY. And that will be the easy step from the
Government control as advocated by Judge Gary to Socialism
as advocated by yourself?

Mr. BERGER. That will be a very natural step.

Mr. STANLEY. And an inevitable one.

Mr. BERGER. Nobody can regulate another man’s business.
I would hate to regulate your property. The regulation of other
people’s property is always a dubious thing fo undertake. The
trust, however, is willing to part with some of its rights of
ownership. If I have a right to say how much you shall get for
your horse, I have a share in that horse. As long as I can de-
cide for how much you may sell your house, I have a share in
that house. And as long as I can fix a price for a coat, I prac-
tically share in the ownership of that coat. Now that the trust
offers an opportunity of ownership to the Government, the Gov-
ernment ought to accept. Complete ownership, however, is the
final solution.

Mr. STANLEY. As I understand you, there is little differ-
ence between the position you take and the position taken, for
instance, by the United States Steel Corporation, in this, that
competition is a bad thing?

Mr. BERGER. It was not a bad thing in its day. In “big
business” it is played out; it does not exist. It was a good
thing as long as economic conditions required it

Mr, STANLEY. You spoke in your address of the evils of
competition and the bad effects of it——

Mr. BERGER. Yes, sir.

Alr. STANLEY. And suppose that these great industrial in-
stitutions, like the United States Steel Corporation, for instance,
believe in abolishing competition and fixing the price by agree-
ment or by law, the only difference between the trusis and the
Socialists is that the trusts believe in having the Government
run their business for the benefit of the persons who own them
and you believe in having them ron these great organizations for
the benefit of all the people?

Mr. BERGER, Yes, sir.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wls—
consin has expired.

Mr. FOWLER. I ask that his time be extended.

Mr. CANNON. I would like to ask what are the views of the
gentleman from EKentucky [Mr. Staniey] as to Government
ownership?

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Berger] has expired.

Mr. STANLEY. I ask permission fo reply to the gentleman
from Illinois, if I ean hear him.

Mr. PAYNHE. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes more to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Bercer].

Mr. CANNON. I wish to ask whether the gentleman from
Kentucky is for Government ownership?

Mr. STANLHEY. The gentleman from Kentucky is essen-
tially an individualist. He differs as widely from Judge Gary
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as from the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Bercer]. I am not
a Republican; I am not a Socialist; I am a Democrat. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.] And I believe in competition
and the independence of the individual.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Bercer] yield to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FowLEr] ?

Mr. BERGER. Yes; I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. FOWLER. I understood the gentleman to say, in the
course of his argument, that the conditions had grown to such
an extent that the capitalist of to-day thought more of his
wealth than he did of the laborer or the family of the laborer?

Mr. BERGER. Yes; I said the average capitalist,

Mr. FOWLER. 1 was at a coal mine in my district last
summer wherein there had been an explosion, and a man was
sent down to investigate the result. When he came back the
superintendent asked him, as the first question, *“ Were there
any mules killed?” Is that what you mean by sizing up this
situation?

AMr. BERGER. I did not know of that incident; but I could
recite a good many incidents of a similar nature.

Mr. JACKSON. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Wisconsin yield
to the gentleman from Kansas?

Mr. BERGER. Yes, sir.

Mr. JACKSON. The gentleman was discussing the trust
question. I would like to ask the gentleman if it is not true
that what he means, under our present industrial system, is
that where a man has used his property to produce a monopoly,
under the common law and under our Constitution that man's
property is devoted to the public use and that the Government
has a right, this Congress has a right, to regulate those prices?
And I will ask the gentleman further if our Supreme Court, in
the cases of Munn against Illinois and the people against Budd,
has not announced and confirmed that doctrine?

Mr. BERGER. Mr. Chairman, I do not know all the deci-
gions of the Supreme Court. I am glad I do not. [Laughter.]
However, whether the Supreme Court has so decided or not, the
trusts are the natural outcome of industrial evolution, and our
laws, our courts, and our Constitution will have to accommodate
themselves to industrial conditions,

Mr. JACKSON. What I wanted to ask was this: Would
it be anything contrary to the present doctrine of individualism,
as we understand it in this country, if the courts and the leg-
islature should regulate the prices of the products of men who
violated the laws and used their property to produce a mo-
nopoly ?

115.}{‘:;.y BERGER. Well, I will say that it would be contrary to
the spirit of a régime of true individualism. Any interference
by the Government with the rights of private property is social-
istic in tendency.

Mr. JACKSON. I hope the gentleman is in favor of the
Government enforcing true individualism.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again
expired.

Mr. JACKSON. I move, Mr. Chairman, that the gentleman
be given time to answer my question.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I do not think the state of the
country depends upon this. I yield one hour to the gentleman
from California [Mr. Kaun.]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr.
KaunN] is recognized for one hour. The committee will be in
order.

Mr. EAHN. Mr. Chairman, I had not intended to participate
in this discussion, for I frankly admit that Schedule K is one of
the most intricate features of tariff legislation; and I, for one,
was willing to wailt until the Tariff Board, created by the last
Congress, would be able to report to this Congress the result of
its investigations regarding wool. But the other day the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Focar] put into the Recorp a
letter from a firm in Philadelphia, a portion of which I desire
to read:

Permit us, however, in connection with this subject of commerce, to
suggest that the best thing that the Congress can do at this time for
the advantage of American commerce is to adjourn and go home. All
industrial trade in this country is ﬂs{;ﬂxzed. housands of men, either
partially or wholly idle, are wa the streets, and factories are
closed or working on short time, whilst the several members of the
Government * are spending the passing moment in a wild
endeavor to secure a reelection to the particular office which he or they
may be holding.

The suggestion, it seems to me, is fraught with a great deal
of wisdom as well as much common sense, and I honestly
believe that the entire country is of the impression that we are
playing politics down here more than anything else. I feel
confident that the country has already discovered that the gold
which was promised by the Democracy prior to the last election

has turned out to be but tinsel, and that the seeming virtue of
the Democracy has turned out fo be but smooth-faced hypoc-
risy. And I believe that the consideration of Schedule K,
which is now in progress in this House, has convinced the
country more than ever that such is the fact.

Conditions in the United States to-day are not unlike the con-
ditions that prevailed here in 1892. At that time the people of
this country were led to believe that they were unnecessarily
and outrageously overtaxed. In the political campaign of that
year the Democratic Party had placarded all the dead walls of
the country with pictures to show that from the cradle to the
grave the American citizen had to pay his tribute to this or
that trust or combine that was raising prices on all kinds of
commodities, and especially on the necessaries of life. I re-
member very well how the little infant was pictured as lying in
a cradle that paid such and such a per cent ad valorem of tax;
and when he grew up to be a schoolboy he paid on his books and
his slate and his satchel, such and such a per cent ad valorem
of taxes. When he grew up to be a young man and was about
to be married, the wedding ring which he placed on the finger
of his blushing bride was taxed at such and such a per cent
ad valorem; when he finally died, he was laid in a coffin that
was taxed at such and such a per cent ad valorem; and, last
scene of all, when a tombstone was erected over his remains, it
too was taxed at such and such a per cent ad valorem. Even
in death, according to the placards, he could not escape the
tariff tax.

The American people were led to believe it, and in 1892 they
elected a Democratic House of Representatives, a Democratic
President, and the Senate became Democratic for the first time
in many years.

One of the other things that contributed to the success of the
Democratic Party at that time was the schism that existed in
the Republican Party. In fact, the Democrats never, in recent
American history, have been able to elect their candidates for
the important Federal offices in this country unless there was
schism in the Republican ranks. That was the case in 1884,
when Mr. Cleveland defeated Mr. Blaine. The Republican
fargj was divided. Otherwise Blaine would not have been de-

eated.

In 1892 there was a similar condition of affairs. Mr, Harri-
son, one of the ablest Presidents that ever graced the White
House, was personally unpopular with the leaders of his party.
He was not given that generous support that he should have
received. In addition to that the people were led to believe, as
I have just indicated, that they were being taxed to death
under the McKinley tariff law, which had but recently been
passed.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I should like to ask the gentleman to ex-
plain the cause of the split in the Republican Party at that
time?

Mr, KAHN. It had reference to the personality of the can-
didate and nothing else.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Then it was not the result of vicious legis-
lation?

Mr. KAHN. No; it was not. In 1884 Mr. Blaine was looked
upon as one of the ablest and most popular leaders this country
had ever had; but he had made powerful enemies during his
public service, and they fought him bitterly in that campaign.
They were known in the political history of that campaign as
“ mugwumps,” to distinguish them from the Republican regu-
lars, who were then called “stalwarts.”

Mr. BUCHANAN. Will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. KAHN. I will yield for another guestion.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Was it not due to the fact that Mr.
Blaine stood for reform measures that caused the other ele-
ments of the Republican Party to secure his defeat?

Mr. KAHN, Oh, I do not think it was anything of the kind.
He was opposed by enemies whom he had made during his
service in this House and in the Senate of the United States,
and also as Secretary of State under President Garfield.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Will the gentleman yield to allow me
to make a suggestion?

Mr. KAHN. I will, certainly.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Do you not admit the historical fact
that Mr. Clay and Mr. Blaine were acknowledged and consid-
ered to be the greatest commoners of this Republic and the
most popular men? -

Mr. KAHN. Yes; I think that is so.

Mr. RICHARDSON. And yet you say Blaine was defeated
on account of personal unpopularity?

Mr. KAHN. Oh, no; I did not say that. The gentleman
misunderstood me. I say that Mr. Blaine was defeated by the
machinations of enemies whom he had made during his service
on this floor and on the floor of the Senate and also as a mem-
ber of President Garfield’s Cabinet. They became the “ mug-
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wumnps” of the Republican Party. That is the name by which
they were known at that time.

Mr, Chairman, the Democracy had complete control of the
administration of the affairs of this country in 1893, as a re-
sult of the election of 1892, They immediately began to take
up tariff legislation, just as they are doing in this country
to-day. Within a short time the industries of this country
became paralyzed, the factories were shut down, and the work-
ing people were idle, It did not take the American people
long to discover that they had been fooled, and the voters of the
country in 1806, fully realizing the mistake that they had
made in 1892, elected a Republican President, a Republican
SBennte, and again elected a Republican House.

Mr. BUCHANAN, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KAHN, I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr., BUCHANAN. I beg the gentleman's pardon for inter-
rupting him, but I would like to ask the gentleman if it is not
a fact that the defeat of the Democratic Party in 1896 was due
to a split in that party?

Mr. KATIN. No; I do not think it was due to that. It was
due to economic questions that the people of this country had
studied during the three lean years that they were clamoring
for bread; they concluded that the Democratic doctrine on the
tarift was entirely wrong and that the Republican doctrine of
protection to American industries was entirely right. [Ap-
planse on the Republican side.]

Mr. BUCHANAN. Is it not a fact that there was a split in
the Democratic Party at that time?

Mr, KAHN. Yes; and there was also a split in the Repub-
lican Party; for the free-silver Republicans walked out of the
Republican national eonvention even as the gold Democrats had
broken away from the Democratic Party on the money issue in
that campaign. 8o those defections balanced each other.

Since the time that the Republicans have been in complete
control of the affairs of this Nation they have enacted such a
mass of constructive legislation on g0 many important and di-
versified subjects that the period from 1897 to 1911 has no
parallel for constructive and remedial legislation in the history
of this country. Let me read a few of the important laws that
have been written upon the statute books by Republican Con-
gresses since 1807 :

The Dingley tariff law, which blotted out a deficit and put
a surplus into the Treasury and which rehabilitated the in-
dustries of this country. The employers' arbitration act. The
national bankruptey act. The law recognizing the independ-
ence of Cuba. The law for the annexation of Hawail. The
Alaskan eriminal code. The gold-standard, refunding, and bank-
ing act. The incorporation of the Red Cross. The Span-
ish Treaty Claims Commission law. A Code of Laws for the
District of Columbia. An act to establish the National Bureau
of Standards. An act to provide a permanent Census Office.
An act to repeal the war-revenue taxes. An act to provide for
the construction of the Panama Canal. The Philippines gov-
ernment act. An act to expedite the antitrust cases. An act
establishing the Department of Commerce and Labor. The
Hepburn Anti-rebate Aet. The Philippine coinage acts. An aect
exempting private property at sea, not contraband of war, from
capture or destruction by belligerent powers. An act marking
the graves of Confederate soldiers. An act creating a juvenile
court for the District of Columbia. An act reorganizing the
consular service of the United States. An act for the exemp-
tion of denatured alcohol from taxation. The first employers’
liability act. An act for the admission of Oklahoma as a State.
An act for the protection of the Alaskan fisheries. An act
creating the Bureau of Immigration and Naturalization. The
meat-inspection law. The pure food and drug law. An act
limiting the hours of labor of railroad employees. The anti-
pass act prohibiting the railroads from issuing free passes.
The second employers’ linbility act. The tubercnlosis registration
act. A law for the grading of cotton and grain. A child-labor law
for the Distriet of Columbia. Compensation to United States
employees for injuries received in the service of the Government.
The law for the remission of the Chinese indemnity. An act
to provide for improved accommodations for steerage passengers,
The enlargement of the homestead act. The anti-bucketshop law.
The recodification of the United States criminal laws. The
Payne Tariff Act. The establishment of the Customs Court.
The Philippine tariff act. The proposed income-tax amend-
ment to the Constitotion of the United States. The law for
the extension of time to establish residence for homesteaders.
An act to make United States bonds and certificates payable in
gold coin. An aect for the suppression of the white-slave trade.
An act to further extend the employers' liability law. The uni-
form warehouse law in the Distriet of Columbia. The law pre-
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venting the manufacture and sale of and transportation of adul-
terated insecticides. An act requiring railroads to report all
accidents to the Inferstate Commerce Commission. An act es-
tablishing the Bureau of Mines. An act establishing a com-
mission of fine arts. An act in relation to the eguipment of
vessels and motor boats so as to prevent collisions. An act re-
organizing the Lighthouse Service and establishing the Bureau
of Lighthouses. An act creating the Court of Commerce. An
enabling act for the admission of New Mexico and Arizona as
separate States. An act providing for postal savings banks.
An act providing for publicity of campaign contributions and
prohibiting corporations from making contributions in elections,
The national eonservation act. Then there was the act allowing
the issuing of bonds for the completion of irrigation projects
and the Mann white-slave law. This is but a partial list of the
many excellent laws that have been enacted during the last 14
years under Republican administrations. It is a record which
has never been excelled by any party in the history of the United
States. [Applause on the Republican side.] The people of this
country realize the enormous quantity of work and the states-
manlike quality of the work that has been accomplished by the
Republican Party since 1807.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KAHN. Certainly. )

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Is not the gentleman going to
include also the act authorizing the Panama Exposition to be
beld in San Francisco? [Laughter.]

Mr. KAHN. Yes, Mr. Chairman; that was only one of the
many other worthy things that have been done, but I felt too
modest to speak about it. [Launghter.] But, as I stated before,
history is repeating itself. In the last campaign many of the
people of this country were led to believe that the Republican
tariff was responsible for the high cost of living. They were
again led to believe they were being taxed to death. They
were also led to believe that the rules of this House were so
stringent ' and their enforcement was so arbitrary that the
the Members could not get up a proposition for discussion and
action, no matter how meritorious it might be.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, will {he gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. KAHN. In a moment. Then, too, many Republicans
were met with most violent attacks in the last campaign at the.
hands of certain newspapers that waged a campaign for free
wood pulp and free print paper. The muckrakers of the press
at that time did everything they could to destroy the confidence
of the American people in the Congress of the United States,
and especially in the Republican side of the Congress. These
were the prinecipal eauses that led to Republican defeat. I now
yleld to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask the gentleman if it is
not a fact that the rules were so stringent that a resolution
was passed prohibiting a discussion of the Payne tariff bill on
the floor of this House and if the gentieman did not vote for
that resolution.

Mr. KAHN, Mr. Chairman, the Payne tariff law, as I recall
it now, was fully discussed on the floor of this House. Under a
special rule, as I recall it, the amendments that had been
adopted by the Senate were passed without discussion. And I
will tell my friend from Illinois that in adopting such a rule
the RRepublicans were simply following the precedent established
by the Democrats when they passed the Wilson bill. It is
practically what the Democrats are doing now with this bill.
They say that they are allowing a free discussion of this meas-
ure, So they are; but of what good is it? You gentlemen on
the Democratic side have met in your caucus and you have
decreed absolutely that no amendment shall be permitted to the
pending bill. Practically every Member on that side of the
House is a pariy to that caucus agreement, and although yon
will permit amendments to be offered, you have agreed before-
hand that you will vote them down. Under such circumstances
and conditions, what is the actual difference between the action
of the Democratie side of the House at this time with respect to
amendments to this tariff bill and the action of the Republican
House in the last Congress? None whatever!

Mr. FOWLER. Is it not a fact that there was not a single
speech made on the floor of this House from the time that the
Payne bill was brought out of the committee until it was passed?

Mr. KAHN. Why, the gentleman is entirely mistaken. It
was discussed here for days.

Mr. NYE. For weeks.

Mr. KAHN. Yes for weeks; just as you are discussing this
wool schedule now.

Mr, FOWLER. And I ask the gentleman if he did not vote
for a resolution to pass that bill without discussion?
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Mr. KAIN. Emphatically, no! No such resolution was
considered. Mr. Chairman, in the meantime—that is, since
the last election—the Payne law has been amply vindicated.
Prior to the enactment of that law there was a large deficit in
the Treasury of the United States. The Payne law has brought
about a condition that gives us a surplus in the Treasury in
place of a deficit. :

When the Democrats captured this House in the last elec-
tion it became evident that Mr. Crarg, the gentleman from
Missouri, would be elected Speaker of this House, and I think
I ean safely say that every gentleman on this side of the
House feels that so long as a Democratic Speaker had to be
elected, the Democrats were exceedingly happy in the choice
of the distinguished gentleman from Missouri. [Applause.] I
have had opportunity to come in close contact with him, in
connection with matters appertaining to Asiatic exclusion, and
so far as his candidacy for the Presidency is concerned, the
Demoeratic Party can find no better candidate anywhere in
this countiry. [Applause.]

Mr. BARTLETT. May I suggest that it looks also that almost
any worthy candidate that we might nominate next year will
be elected to the Presidency.

Mr. EAHN. Well, I think the gentleman is drawing a long
bow, and probably with him the wish is father to the thought.
I think when the gentleman and his party go to the countiry
next year the country will have realized fully how little the
Democratic Party will have accomplished in the way of con-
gtructive legislation. ‘

You will have disturbed business conditions so that hundreds
of thousands of laborers and mechanics will be out of employ-
ment; you will have agitated the tariff to such an extent that
nebody in this country in any manufacturing business will know
just exactly where he stands; and you will not have accom-
plished a single other thing. Now, I desire to go ahead for a
little while—

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, may I suggest——

Mr. KAHN. Pardon me, but did the gentleman desire to ask
a question?

Mr. BARTLETT. I was merely going to say——

Mr. KAHN, I do not desire any suggestions, but if the gen-
tleman desires to ask any questions I shall be glad to answer
them.

Mr. BARTLETT. I shall not impose on my friend's good
nature.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN (Mr, Warkixs in the chair). Does the gen-
tleman from California yield to the gentleman from Illinois?

Mr. EAHN. For a question; not for any suggestion.

Mr. FOWLER. The gentleman says the Democratic Party
is lacking in constructive statesmanship. I desire to ask the
gentleman where all the constructive statesmanship came from
prior to the Civil War?

Mr. KAHN. Waell, that is ancient history; that is barred by
the statute of limitation. [Applause on the Republican side.]
There is a new class of statesmen at the helm in the Democratic
Party, but the history of this country since 1861 shows that ex-
cept in a single instance the Democratic Party has not placed
upon the statute books of this country a single piece of legisla-
tion based upon constructive statesmanship. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

Mr, FOWLER. I will ask the gentleman one further ques-
tion and that is all—

Mr. KAHN. Well, if the gentleman desires to ask it.

Mr. FOWLER. I desire to ask the gentleman if it is not a
fact that the Democratic Pariy forced the Republican Party to
enact one of its greatest measures, and that was the publica-
tion of campaign contributions?

Mr. KAHN. Oh, the gentleman certainly can not be serious
about that. Why, the Republican Party enacted that——

AMr, FOWLER. To please the Democrats?

Mr, KAHN. Well, the Democrats, when they were offered
an opporfunity in this House to pass a genuine publicity bill,
refused to do it. They seem to want the Republicans to show
what they have expended in the campaign, but a majority of
the Democrats scem to want their own expenses to lie hidden in
fhusty pigeonholes in the offices of the secretaries of state in
the Southern States. [Applause on the Republican side.] And
I propose to fully exploit that very performance of the Demo-
cratic majority a little later on in my discussion.

Mr. FOCHT. If the gentleman will permit me, I would like
to ask the gentleman from California, since he happened to be
in a discussion with the gentleman from Illinois with respect
to the history of the Democratic Party, whether it was not re-
cently stated on the authority of the Democratic candidate for
the presidency, Woodrow Wilson, that the Democratic Party
up until the time of the war belonged to medieval history?

Mr. KAHN. I believe that is the fact, and I thank the gen-
tleman for calling it to my attention. Now, when the present
Speaker of this House was conducted to the Chair to be sworn
in he made a statement to the House and to the country pro-
claiming the Democratic program for this session. Chief
among the matters to be accomplished by this Democratie
House were the following:

1. An honest, intelligent revision of the tariff downward. * ¢ =

2, The mxmfe of a resolution submitting to the States for ratification
a constitutional amendment providing for the election of United States
Senators by the popular vote, ¢ * =

3. Buch changes in the rules of the House as are ne for the
thorougl;a and' telligent consideration of measures for Ea public

And he went on to say:

I congratulate the House and the country, and partienlarly do I con-
gratulate the members of the Commitiee on Ways and Means, upon the
success of the important and far-reaching experiment of selecting com-
mittees through the instramentality of a committee, an experiment touch-
ing which dire predictions were made and concerning the operation
of which grave doubts were entertained, even by some honest ormers,

I shall have something to say about that in a few moments.

3 Ledl-}m_no:y ln the public expense that labor may be lightly bur-
ened.

5. The pubucaﬂmz °£ cnsnpa}gn contributions and disbursements be-

on.

fore the electl
0. The admission of both Arizona and New Mexico as States. * * *

It is certainly an ambitious program, to say the least. But no
mention was made, however, of the bill for which the Congress
was called together especially, namely, the Canadian reciprocity
bill; perhaps because the distinguished gentleman from Missouri
included that in his proposition to revise the tariff downward;
or possbly it was because, emanating from a Republican Presi-
dent, the gentleman did not want to become sponsor for it. At
any rate, he was entirely silent npon the subject. Now, quite a
number of these important matters had been passed by Repub-
lican Houses cn guite a number of occasions. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Fowrer] asked me whether the Republicans
did not steal Democratic campaign thunder. My impression is
that the Democrats undertook to steal Republican campaign
thunder, and I think I ¢an demonstrate it before I get through.

Take, for instance, the resolution submitting a constitutional
amendment to the various States for the election of Senators by,
direct vote of the people. In the Fifty-fifth Congress such an
amendment passed the House of Representatives, a Republican
body, on May 11, 1898, by a vote of 185 yeas to 11 nays. In the
Fifty-sixth Congress, with a Republican House, on April 13,
1500, a similar resolution was passed by a vote of 242 yeas to
15 nays. In the Fifty-seventh Congress, on February 13, 1902,
by a practically unanimous vote, no roll call having been had
thereon at all, a similar resolution was passed by a Republican
House. But not a single one of these resolutions to amend the
Constitution of the United States contained a provision for the
emasculation of section 4 of Article I of the Constitution. That
gection reads:

The times, places, and manner of hol elections for Senators and
Representatives shall be preseribed In State by the legislature
thereof ; but the Congress may at any time by law make or alter such
regulations, except as to the places of choosing Senators.

Of course, that provision gives the Federal Government au-
thority to regulate elections for Senmators and Representatives.
But gentlemen high up in the councils of the Democratic Party
are reported to have stated recently that unless that particular
provision of the Constitution were repealed it is doubiful
whether the southern legislatures would adopt such a constitu=
tional amendment. It is the first time in the history of this
kind of legislation that the Democrats have ever raised the
point, so far as I have been able to discover. Their vote upo
the constitntional amendments passed by Republican Houses (ﬂ
Representatives has been invariably for the amendment a
submitted, without any reference to section 4 of Article I of th
Constitution.

Now that the Democrats are in power again in the House of
Representatives, they suddenly find that it will be practically,
impossible to adopt this constitutional amendment in the
Southern States unless Federal control of elections, as pro<
vided for in that section, be entirely eliminated. Why? Be-
cause they are afraid of a force bill, so they say. Is not that
a canfession of their own weakness? It shows on its face that
they do not hope to continue in power for any length of time
or they would not conjure np such a senselesg bugaboo. Buf
I think the Northern and Western States will insist on retain-
ing section 4 of Article I of the Constitution just as it now
stands.

Much has been said about the new rules and some proposed
new rules. Most of the rules that have amounted to anything
in the change that has been accomplished were made in the
lasgt Congress. But how have they been enforced here? Ha
not the Democratic majority side-stepped them all through r.his
session? On Monday we have a Unanimous Consent Calen+
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dar and also a Calendar of Motions to Discharge Committees.
They are among the innovations to the rules made by the last
House. In the present session they have been “ more honored
in the breach than the observance.” The Democratic major-
ity here have usually adjourned over from Friday or Saturday
until Tuoesday in order to avoid the Monday business, And
when they have not adjourned over they have continued Satur-
day as a legislative day by taking a recess until Monday morn-
ing at an hour earlier than the regular session would ordinarily
begin. Oh, but the chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means says that that is done because the various committees
and the chairmen of those committees were told that they
were not to report out any legislation at this session at all,
except such legislation as the Democratic caucus might agree
on. Well, that is undoubtedly so. But bere I notice on to-day's
calendar a large list of motions to discharge committees, and
the second on the list is the motion by the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. AxpeErsoN], who is a Member of the Democratic
majority and who wants the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions
discharged from further consideration of H, R. T67.

A bill granting pensions to certaln enlisted men, soldiers and officers,
who served in the Civil War and the War with Mexico, and amendin
the act of April 19, 1908, relative to the widows of soldiers, etc., o
the Civil War,

That motion has been on the calendar since April 25, and it
seems rather singular that the Demoeratic majority adjourns
over from Saturday until Tuesday in order to deny the House
an opportunity to take up this matter, which a Democratic
Member, mark you—who presumably had heard of the instruc-
tions from the chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means—had placed upon the Discharge Calendar in order that
the bill might speedily be placed upon the calendar of this
House for action. Of course, I do not suppose that these ad-
%:)urnments are taken in order to avoid taking up this bill

h, no!

In his message to the country, when he was sworn in, the

Speaker of the House made a great point upon the splendid
effect that the committee on committees was having upon this
House. The plan has not been in operation very long in this
House, but any Member who is interested in seeing how admir-
ably it has worked thus far need only to refer to the CoNGRES-
s108AL Recorp of this session in connection with the appoint-
ment of the members of the committee on the Sugar Trust in-
-vestigation. If he desires to become convinced, I would com-
mend him to read anywhere along pages 1269, 1270, 1271, 1272,
1291, 1292, 1293, 1294, 1295, 1302, 1306, and 1307 to see how ad-
mirably this new feature, that was heralded with so much
approval, has worked out thus far.

Much was said about the economy in the expenses of the
House—the economy that was proposed in the expenses for the
government of the House.

I believe $188,000 was to be saved. I understand that a
goodly portion of that was to be saved by the discharge of about
half of the police force around this Capitol. Now, the House
alone is not responsible for the appointment of that police force,
The Senate has something to say about it, and I suppose that
when the gentlemen made their announcement about this great
saving they knew pretty well that the Senate would probably
not consent to a reduction of that police force—a force which
is abgolutely necessary for the protection of the property of
the United States and the safe conduct of not only the mem-
bers of the United States Supreme Court and the members of
both Houses of Congress, but also of those visitors who come
from every section of the Union to see this splendid national
Capitol building.

Much stress was laid too, by the Speaker, upon the bill pro-
viding for the publication of campaign expenses prior to elec-
tion. The Republican Congress had already passed a law on
the general subject and the bill which was recently passed by
this House at this session, is simply an amendment or enlarge-
ment of that law, in order that campaign contributions and ex-
penses should be published before election as well as after. I
think it is an admirable law. But at the time the bill was
under consideration here, I ecalled the attention of the Demo-
cratic majority to the fact that the proposed measure did not
entirely cover the purposes for which it was intended; and that
if they were honest and sincere in their efforts to write upon
the statute books of the Unifed States a real publicity law,
they would also have to include in that law a provision that
statements of contributions to and expenditures by candidates
for Congress at primary elections as well as at general elec-
tions should be filed with the Clerk of this House, in order that
they might become, in very truth, public records. It is well
known that in the Sonth the principal election expenses are in-
curred at the primaries. After the primary, the successful ean-
didate need not worry about the general election. He has no
expense to speak of after the primary.

It was a very amusing and interesting occasion on this floor
on the day when that question came up. The gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. Jackson] offered an amendment to the bill, pro-
viding that the campaign contributions to and expenses of candi-
dates for Congress at the primaries, as well as at the general
elections, should be filed with the Clerk of this House, There
are many new Members on the Democratic side of the House.
They thought it was a fair proposition, and they voted for it
accordingly. The strong Democratic organization of this House
was apparently defeated on that amendment by the votes of
practically the united Republican minority plus a considerable
number of votes from the Democratic majority. For the amend-
ment carried and there was consternation in the Democratic
ranks. I do not know what influences were used to secure a re-
versal of the vote. Buf that amendment provided that the
United States district courts would have jurisdiction in the
matter, and possibly some of the gentlemen from the South
may have been induced to believe that if that condition were
continued in the bill, a foree bill might be introduced, which
might even put the candidates for nominations in the primary
elections at the mercy of the courts of the United States.

And then we saw a remarkable thing on this floor. The Demo-
crats got together again, under the party lash, and they voted
to strike out of the law the very amendment which, less than
an hour before, had appealed to a goodly number of them as a
gplendid and proper piece of legislation,

The Democrats have made a great point about the admission
of Arizona and New Mexico. Why, the enabling act for their
admission was passed by a Republican Congress, and a Repub-
lican House passed a resolution for the admission of New
Mexico at the last session of Congress. It failed in the Senate
on account of lack of time.

In addition to these measures, the Democratic majority have
passed through this House a “farmers’ free-list bill.” That
was put through under instructions of the Democratic caucus,
I doubt whether a single Member of the Democratic majority
honestly expects to see it pass the Senate. And yet we have
been disturbing the business of the country by taking up the
time of the House with a measure of that kind.

The Canadian reciprocity bill has been passed by this House.
A similar bill had passed the House in the last session of the
Sixty-first Congress, a Republican House.

And now, Mr. Chairman, we have pending before us this bill
for the revision of Schedule K as an additional feature of the
Democratic program. I understand that the Tariff Commis-
sion, or rather the Tariff Board, will report its conclusions on
the wool schedule on the 1st of next December. It might have
been well for the Democratic majority to have walited until
that time before they began the revision of this schedule. At
that time they would at least have had some light upon the
subject, for I understand that this bill, as reported to this
House, was reporfed by the majority of the Ways and Means
Committee withont any additional testimony having been taken
upon the various items contained in the schedule since the hear-
ings upon the Payne bill were had.

To have waited a few months for that report from the Tariff
Board would not have entailed a hardship upon the people of
this country, so far as I know. The appropriation for this
Tariff Board was, as I remember it, $250,000. Both the Speaker
of this House and the Democratic leader on this floor, the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. UxpErwoon] spoke and voted for
the board. Now, if the report of this Tariff Board on the sub-
ject of the wool schedule will be of snch little value that it will
not be worth while to wait for it, then both of these gentlemen
have helped to vote away a large sum of money out of the
Public Treasury for an entirely useless purpose. But I believe
the report will be worth waiting for. I believe the couniry
expects us to wait for it, in order that we may have full infor-
mation upon which to predicate our action regarding this much-
discussed Schedule K. And I believe the House ought to wait
for this report.

I notice that under the provisions of the bill ad valorem
duties are generally substituted for specific rates. I believe
that to be a distinct step backward. Ad valorem rates have
led constantly to undervaluations and frauds. There is ample
testimony on that score. But it is universally admitted that the
schedule has many intricacies, and it seems the height of folly
to attempt its revision without full knowledge upon the subject.

The distinguished leader of the minority on this floor [Mr.
MAxN] pointed out in a very able speech the other day that
practically every man on the Democratic side who has spoken
on this bill has made the assertion that he believes in a tariff
for revenue only. That has been the Demoecratic position since
the Democratic Party, or a large portion of if, broke away from
absolute free trade—a tariff for revenue only; and though they
have been defeated upon that issue time and again before the
American people, they have always tried, when they got the op-




2036

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

JUNE 14,

portunity, to revitalize the corpse and bring it to life once more,
to the great detriment of both the labor and the capital inter-
ested in the eontinued operation of the industries of the country.

I have listened with some interest to the discussion on the

tariff questions that have come before this House within the
last few weeks. Almost every Member on the Democratic side
of this House has taken the position that the tariff is respon-
sible for the trusts. Now, I think if they were to investigate
that matter, they would realize that they are entirely and abso-
lutely wrong upon that question. The trost movement is one
of the phenomena of modern business and commercial advance-
ment, and trusts exist in free-trade England even more numer-
ously than they do in this country, Mr. H. W. Macrosty, who
is to-day a recognized authority on English trusts, in his able
and highly instructive work on * The Trust Movement in British
Industries,” says:

But the encroachment on the realm of free competition steadily pro-
regses, though not at the feverish ql)eed of six or seven years ago.
Ve have to reckon with the probabllity, to use no stronger term,

though one might withont eration say the certainty, that we are
in the early stages of the avo ntlon of the form whtch indun wii
take in the foture. * al reason for the forma

an amalgamation is alw::,'s t.he exlsttmce of destructive oompetlt.ion, the
result of n surplus of productive capacity.

And again, on page 835 of his work, he says:

It is safe to assume that British trusts keep prltea. on the whole,
somewhat above what they wounld be under free competiti

Now, those trusts to which he refers are orgamnad in free-
trade England, and yet there, according to this
authority, they keep prices above what they would be if there
were free competition.

Dr. Herman Levy, of Heidelberg, Germany, who has spent
several years in England studying the trust question there, in
his *“ Monopole, Kartelle, und Trusts,” published at Jena in
1900, whieh, I believe, is one of the latest books that has been
pnhnshed on this important subject, says:

presumed that owing to her free-trade policy, as well as
her lomtion on the sea, which wounld tend to revent high freight
charges, ﬂm tormtion of tmzts for the p prices would

be found » But this presum tlon as been de-
stroyed b}f tﬁ sctual deveingment ot vxist!ng glish monopolistic
gamations.

Mr. Chairman, England has had trusts and monopolies for
cenfuries. As early as 1771 a combination was formed by the
colliery owners north of Newcastle on Tyne under a system
which they called “ Limitation of Vend.” The object was to
keep up the price of coal in London and to prevent competition
by sea or canal, and at a later period by rail. The prices
charged were very excessive and burdensome. - Between 1500
and 1836 there were no less than five investigations at the
hands of committees of Parliament, and an interesting report
on the coal trade was published in the latter year by one of
those committees. The report called attention to the fact that
at that time a great majority of the owners of collieries north
of the Tyne had combined for the purpose of controlling the
London market by limiting cutput and raising prices.

That was in 1836. The trust had been in operation since 1771.

The report states that great quantities of poor coal were
forced on the market by this combination at exceedingly high
prices. It was but a repetition of former reports, but the com-
bination existed for upward of T0 years in free-trade England

before it was finally dissolved.

Nor did this combination have easy sailing. Its history is
rather interesting in the study of the development of trusts
R. Eddington, in 1818, published “A Treatise on the Coal Trade.”
He told how, as new collieries were opened south of Newcastle-
upon-Tyne, keen competition ensued between the old fields and
those more recently developed. The fight was long, hard, and
eventful. It was prosecuted for the purpose of determining
which set of eollieries should contrel the market and supply the
public, those north of the Tyne or those south of that river.
But after this quarrel had lasted for several years the parties
to it found it advisable to pool or combine their interests, regu-
late the output of each colliery, and to extort such prices as
might suit the convenience of the monopolists,

The copper industries of Cornwall and Anglesea in the eight-
eenth century were the greatest in the world, and they showed
every symptom of having been organized into a trust. In 1785
the Cornish Metal Co. was organized by a syndicate of mine
owners and smelters who controlled seven-eighths of the copper
output of Cornwall. The entire oufput of Anglesen was in the
hands of one man, and he, with the Cornish Metal Co., formed
a trost to put up the prices of copper and to limit the output.
The Birmingham copper consumers at that time realized that
they were being squeezed by this trust. They organized a
counter syndicate which they called the Birmingham Mining
and Copper Co., and began to buy up copper properties, put up
smelters, and erect villages for their operatives in order to get
them away from the trust. Finally they actually did break up
the trust, but the industry remained in such few hands that
these few owners would get together periodicaily to limit the
output and fix prices, just as the trust had done. Thus Bir-
mingham was for years under the confrol of a copper trust.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I will yield one-haif hour more
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. KAHN. As early as 1832 Charles Babbidge, in his
“ BEconomy of Manufacturers,” called attention to a combina-
tion of eertain organizations against the publie, and spoke par-
ticularly of the monopotistic amalgamations of gas and water
companies. He discussed the combination of the colliery own-
ers, about which I have been speaking, and he also referred
to the booksellers’ monopoly that was in existence at that time,
And so we see that free-trade England right straight along has
been the very “mother of trusts.”

In 1901 the Industrial Commission, which had been author-
ized by the Congress of the United States to investigate ques-
tions pertaining to immigration, to labor, to agricolture, to
manufacturing, and to business, made a report which is ex-
ceedingly interesting in the light of present-day history. I
will read a little from it, and then put the long list of English
trusts in the Recorn. In 1896, J. & P. Coats (Ltd.) was orzan-
ized with a capitalization of £7,453,650. In November, 1807,
the English Sewing Cotton Co., embracing 15 firms, was organ-
ized with a capitalization of £3,000,000. December, 1897, the
Yorkshire Dyeware & Chemical Co., embracing 10 firms, was
organized with n eapitalization of £360,000. In May, 1898, the
Linen Thread Co. was organized by nine firms with a capitali-
zation of £2,000,000. In 1808 the Fine Cotton Spinners and
Doublers’ Association was organized. It embraced 40 firms
and was capitalized at £6,750,000. These are the other trusts
or combinations reported by the Industrial Commission :

Years. Month, Names. of firms, | Capital.
A B e o e e M L A [ I LN e L A 3 £1, 200, 000
iy, e AT TN et it s R T e DO SN RS R S S Ry e AR e el 4 570, 000
American Thread Co. (L32.). ... o . ciiiiiciinionvanans 13 3. 720,000
Bradford Dyers’ A: (Cxam.) .................. %0 4,750,000

orkshire Indigo, Scarlet, & 11 600,
.| Yorkshire W, bers’ Assoclation............enn 28 2. 500,
.| Borax Consolidated (International). .....covvevevennrenn p 3, 200,
%“?“E%P%&ﬁﬁﬁﬁ:ﬂ““”““ 7| w
.| Woolen ors 2
.| United Indigo & Co.. 8 230,
g , Ostlere & Co. ﬂlno}mm) 4 1,150,
Printers’ Association.. 60 B, 200,
English Velvet & Cord Dyers’ Association. ... 2 1,000,
British Cotton & Wool Dyers' Association 46 2,50,
Bedford Cement, and Brick (all !uea]) e e S S e e e L e i R R S i R e R oS £ e 400,

.| Leeds and Distriet

Rivet, Bolt & Nut Co. pmuull" 7 all the mannfacturers in Scotland) ............ b
) L= R e e ert. News ( t&aisuﬂmsmnndhd lmds,ugdSheﬂleld) ......................... i
5 The Extract Wool Hﬁdm(}o )...-.-.. RN AR R e, ey ~
%ah:hswnaﬂms(mmupoﬂm mqmdPorthndSm) e

% Lime
: Brltlsh Un.lteri Ilehlnuyt:a...
| Go&] Sabtwin and Parta (Em( and knitting
: 3 orsted ﬂ%‘ Association
ufacturers (.
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The last four concerns belong to an earlier perlod, but the total
aggregation of capital which t_heg helped to swell to £91,946,680 is
probably understated. Several of the trusts have recently absorbed
other businesses and issued more debenture stock. The list could also
be extended. I have stopped at well-organized combinations—concrete
examples of the trust There is, for -instance, the National Tele-
phone Co., with its £7,000,000 mpitaf, but it is just about to lose its
monopoly. The Brlﬂsi] Lustreing Byndicate, formed to work patents
applied to the textile industry, is a monopoly to keep up prices. There
is. a strong combination of Scoteh parafin oil companies; the Edin-
burgh distillers’ companies, with 10 absorbed. The Lace Curtain
Manufacturers” Association has been re%;ntells‘ed with a capital of
£2 000,000, and the Lace Dressers and hers’ Assoclation, with
£1,000,000, but not yet launched.

The trusts in England are exceedingly numerous, and a
perusal of that report, made by the Industrial Commission in
1001, at this time will prove exceedingly interesting to the
Members of this House and to the country generally. In addi-
tion to those enumerated, Maecrosty mentions the following in
the wool industry: In 1900 the Union Velvet Cutters’ Associa-
tion, embracing four firms, with a capitalization of £200,000
was organized. In 1900 the Extract Wool & Merino Co., with
a capitalization of £270,000, was organized. In 1900 the Eng-
lish Fustian Manufaeturing Co. was organized at Todmorden
and Hebden Bridge. Eighty per cent of the firms engaged in
this industry organized this trust, with a capital of £500,000.
In 1904 Mitchells, Ashworth, Stansfield & Co., embracing eight
firms of felt manufacturing concerns, organized a trust, with a
capital of £674,646. In 1904 the Wool Combers (Litd.) was or-
ganized—another trust—with a ecapital of £585,000. In all,
there were 17 combinations in the textile industries alone be-
tween 1896 and 1900—17 trusts in free-trade England in the
textile industries alonme—in four years. Yet gentlemen on the
other side of this House constantly repeat the assertion that
the tariff is responsible for the trusts.

Now, this matter of trusts in comparatively recent years has
been engaging the attention of the statesmen and the economists
of the world. Neither England nor this couniry is alone under
thé domination of trusts. France, Germany, and Austria all
have a system which is practically identical with the trust sys-
tem, They call it the “ kartelle”” The only difference between
the trusts and the kartelle is this: The trust combines a number
of companies, or corporations, or associations, or partnerships
in a single organization, and the component parts lose their
individual identity. In the German system each one of the
component parts retains its identity, but the selling arrange-
ments are made by the members of a special organization,
called the kartelle. It makes the prices, demarks the lines of
territory which any one of the organizations comprising the
kartelle may enter, and also limits the output of the particular
commodity it controls. In 1904 Brentano, a distingnished Ger-
man economist, made this statement, and I call it to the atten-
tion of the Democratic membership of this House and also to
the attention of my Republican colleagues. He said:

Competition belongs to the past, We live in an age of ever-broaden-
ing monopoly.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that this proposition, if it be
true—and all indications point that way—is a new problem for
the statesmen of this period to grapple with. Whether pub-
licity is the remedy, I do not know. Whether government con-
trol will meet the situation, I do not know. Whether the entire
breaking up of these combinations is the best thing that can be
done, I do not know. But the fact remains that statesmen,
economists, and thinkers in every one of the progressive
nations of the earth are giving their attention to this all-
important subject.

Instead of standing here upon this floor and denouncing the
Republican Party because that party has placed on the statute
books a tariff law which not alone has given new impetus to
the industries of this country, but which also has brought enor-
mous revenues into the public coffers, it would be well for the
gentlemen on the other side of this Chamber to heed the sug-
gestion of the Philadelphia firm to adjourn and go home. In
the interim between now and next December let them study
this all-important question of the trusts in its every phase and
aspect, in order that they may be able at the regular session of
Congress to bring in a measure which will be in the nature of
constructive legislation on this important subject. In that way
they may bring honor and glory upon themselves and their
party. They may then acquire the confidence of the country.
In that way they can perform an actual service to the people.
But to bring in this piecemeal tariff legislation, which helps no-
body in this country, and to keep up this tariff tinkering, which
simply tends to paralyze the country’'s industries to the detri-
ment of hundreds of thousands of mechanics and laborers who
are dependent upon those industries for their daily bread, is,
to my mind, an utterly useless and senseless performance,

Mr. BATHRICE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr. KAHN. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BATHRICK. Does the gentleman assume that the high
tariff which has been in foree by reason of legislation passed by
the Republican Party has not assisted in producing the great
combinations of business in this country?

Mr. KAHN. I do not think so, any more than the low tariff
or no tariff of England has been responsible for the formation
of great combinations in that counfry. As a matter of fact, if
the gentleman will permit me, in looking up this subject the
other day I found that several of the American frusts were
organized and financed in part by the English trusts which
exist in that free-trade country.

Mr. BATHRICK. Does not the gentleman think that the
elimination of foreign competition by reason of a prohibitive
tariff enabled our American manufacturers to combine more
easily with the domestic competition?

Mr. KEAHN. The tariff in this country has no more to do
with the formation of the trusts in this country than no tariff
in England has anything to do with the formation of the trusts
in that eountry. This is the industrial situation all over the
world: The men who have large amounts invested in industries
are frying to avoid keen competition. They have discovered
that competition, and especially the brand which is known as
“ cutthroat competition,” has been ruinous in times past.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey rose.

The CHATRMAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EAHN. In a moment.

As I was gaying, they have found out that competition wher-
ever it has become exceedingly keen has resulted in what they
call “cutthroat competition,” practically a ruination of indus-
try, and it was in order to prevent that kind of competition that
combinations have been made in England, in free-trade Eng-
land, even before they were made in our protected United
States. Discussing this very phase of the trust question, Me-
Crosty writes:

Alike in protected and unprotected markets, free competition becomes
cutthroat, prices fall, and overproduction ensues in the wild effort
of producers to reduce costs by & larger output.

Now I yield to the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey, Does the gentleman elaim there
is any such organization in England or in any other country in
the world as the Steel Trust?

Mr. KAHN. Yes; England has its parallels, though not on
g0 large a scale; and if the gentleman will take the trouble to
read Macrosty upon the subject he will find in England an
exact counterpart of the Steel Trust in this country, and he will
probably find the same thing in Germany, too.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. But there is no other organiza-
tion which has been able to put a blanket mortgage on the
country by the issuance of $400,000,000 of watered stock and
compel the people to pay prices that enables them to pay divi-
dends upen that stock.

Mr. EAHN. Oh, the gentleman has not read much upon this
subjeet, because he would find that one of the complaints in
free-trade England is the watering of stock. There they have
put it into the trust under the designation of “good will.” The
good will of each concern that goes into the combine is rated
at so much. This good will is nothing but water. It has no
tangible existence, and it has been used as water in the English
combines.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. But the gentleman is not an-
swering my question. T do not think anybody has ever claimed
that the civilized world from the beginning of its history down
to the present day has furnished a parallel to the Steel Trust,
where, shielded behind the tariff wall, it compels the people of
this country fo pay dividends upon an admittedly watered stock.

Mr. EAHN. Ob, the gentleman has made a statement rather
than asked a question, but I will say this to the gentleman,
that probably in amount the Steel Trust has the greatest
quantity of water that has ever been put into a trust; but the
principle remains the same, The same thing is occurring con-
stantly in free-trade England, where frusts have been organized
for upward of 100 years; yes, for 150 years, almost. But there
the water has been putf into the trusts in the shape of what
they call “good will.” Whenever a combination is effected
each concern that enters the combine puts in, as part of its
assets, a claim for “good will” of that particular concern.
If 40 concerns enter the trust and each one gets an allowance
for “good will™ my friend will readily perceive that the quan-
tity of water will be very considerable. Why, the history of
the English trusts discloses the fact that by reason of the ex-
cessive quantity of water in the consolidations which were
made at the outset of the present trust movement in the early
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eighties, they had considerable difficulty in making a remunera-
tive rate of interest on their investments. But eventually they
got around to it, and the trusts in free-trade England are paying
good dividends to-day on * water,” and more of them are con-
stantly being organized with a good percentage of “ water.”
Now, let me read this, which is very interesting. I read from
the Daily Consular and Trade Report, page 173, of Tuesday,
July 19, 1910. This is very interesting, because this trust, or
this combination, was organized comparatively recently in free-
trade England.
GLASS-BOTTLE MAKERS' COMBINE——BRITISH INDETENDENT INTERESTS AND
NEGOTIATIONS WITH COMBINE,

Consul Benlin.min F. Chase, of Leeds, describes the present status of
HI:e gialss—i)ott e industry in flngland and the continued efforts to com-
ete the trost:
5 In 1907 a combination of many of the leading glass-bottle makers
of the United Kingdom was formed for the alleged purpose of safe-
guerding British interests and regulating the trade. is combine
purchased the British patents of the Owen automatic machine from an
American syndizate for $073,800, with a further expenditure of $146,000

in festing its utility.
in London, Newport, Wakefleld,

Thirteen firms, with factories
Hunslet, Castleford, Thornhill, Lees, Knottiuf‘ley, and other places,
8 combine and operate

many being in Yorkshire, declined to join th
independently. These latter concerns were able to contlnpe business
by Laving customers who believed that if all went into a combine
prices would go up, because the combine has an sgreement with Contl-
nental makers by which they are not to sell in the United Kingdom at
a price lower than agreed.

Some time ago, at a meetinf: of the comblne and the independent
makers, the latter offered to join in a selling-price agreement, but not
in the purchase of the machine, but would not agree to declare the
output for the previous six months, and not to extend the works to
exceed that output for 10 years, nor to the condition that no maker
should sell to another not a member of the combine,

Later the Glass Blowers' Unlon held a meeting at Leeds, and it was
represented to them that unless these 13 firms jolned the combine and
wﬁhdrew their competition the prices of bottles, and consequently
wages, would have to be reduced, The union then decided to force the
independents into the combine, and for that purpose gave notice that
unless the agreement were signed they would quit work, which they did
at the expiration of the time fixed.

Some of the Independents agreed to the conditions and jolned the
combine and their laborers returned to work. Some still refuse, and
the strike continues against them. This is possibly the first time a
labor union has declared a strike to forece the employer to join a com-
bine which proposes to control a trade and create a monopoly by agree-
ment and otherwise,

There are about 230 heads of familles among the glass workers of
Leeds who work an average of 5 days of 9% hours, or 46} hours
week, The bottle makers or finishers on this time receive 30s. ($8.'P§§
per week ; blowers, 84s. ($8.27) ; and gatherers, 20s. ($7.05).

One of the most important questions that Congress will have
to deal with is how to defeat these combines. Many gentle-
men on the other side of the House, and at least one on this
gide, have suggested that in order to defeat them we ought to
pass a law to put upen the free list the goods manufactured
abroad which compete with trust-made goods manufactured in
this country. Let me say to these gentlemen that the history
of the formation and the organization of the trusts shows that
there is scarcely a single instance where the trust controls the
entire output of any commodity. There is always some com-
petition, competition at the hands of independent manufacturers,
who refuse to join the trusts. To allow the foreign manufac-
turers, whose goods compete with similar goods made by frusts
in this country, to send their wares into the American market
free of duty, would not hurt the trusts. You would be hurting
the independent manufacturers all over this country who are
actually competing with the trusts, and who are trying to make
an honest, honorable living. You want to cure a corn by cutting
off the leg at the knee.

Mr. MURDOCK. Will the gentleman yleld?

The OHAIRMAN (Mr. Hay in the chair). Will the gentle-
man from California yield to the gentleman from Kansas?

Mr. KAHN. I yield, certainly.

Mr. MURDOCK. The gentleman will remember that about
two years ago there was a good deal of feeling on the floor of
this House, expressed with a good deal of passion, to the effect
that if we took the duty off of petroleum and its products,
great hardship would result to the independent refiners. Now,
as a matter of fact, great hardship did not result to the in-
dependent refiners; and does not that single instance, happening
here within the last two years, absolutely refute the present
position of the gentleman?

Mr. KAHN. I do not think the conclusions of the gentleman
are entirely correct. I think he is misinformed. I received a
letter from a gentleman in San Francisco only three days ago
with respect to the use by the War Department of fuel oil
rather than coal, and in his letter to me he told me abso-
Intely—and he is one of the independent producers—that they
can not readily dispose of their oil. They are in bad shape, and
the oil companies are not doing as well as they ought to be
doing.

Mr. DONOHOE. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. KAHN. Certainly.

Mr. DONOHOE. Does that relate to fuel oil?

Mr, KAHN. Yes, sir; to fuel oil and oil generally produced
in California. >

Mr, DONOHOE. Does not the gentleman know that the fuel
oil is a drug on the market by reason of the fact that gasoline
is extracted in such large quantities?

Mr. KAHN. Fuel oil evidently does not have the ready sale
that it had a few years ago. With respect to gasoline, the inde-
pendent producers on the Pacific coast claimed that they would
suffer the severest kind of competition if the differential were
not continued, because steamers belonging to the Standard 0Oil
Co. would occasionally put in at San Francisco and bring the
gasoline or benzine from foreign ports to that port at such an
exceedingly low rate that the local manufacturers could not
compete.

Mr. DONOHOE. But the fact remains that gasoline ig in
enormous demand for gas engines, and because that part of the
oil is used so much now, the fuel oil is in abundance.

Mr, KAHN. Of course, whether the oil from the California
fields produces that gasolene which the gentleman refers to I do
not know. But 1 know this, that most of the oil wells in Cali-
fornia, or a very large percentage of them, are controlled by
independent producers. They do not belong to the trust, and
they are having just pow a mighty hard time of it to dispose of
their production.

Mr. CANNON. Just at that point; I recollect the legislation
which allows the oil of the world to come into the United States
free, notwithstanding that Russia, and perhaps other portions of
the world, charge the oil of the United States a duty. As I
understand it, the Standard Oil Co. utilized American oil in
the markets of all the world before that legislation and they
have done so since that legislation was passed.

I was one that believed that we should treat foreign countries
in trade in oil as they treated us, expressing the fear that it
would put it in the power of oil combinations, Standard Oil as
well as other combinations, to utilize the Mexican product or
utilize any future discovered or existing product in our markets
free and unduly compete with home-produced oil, especially that
produced by the independent companies. But if the gentleman
will allow me, the cry of “Down with the octopus” was so
great and the political stress of the hour was so great that
gentlemen tore passion to tatters in claiming to give the Stand-
ard Oil Co. a black eye. I spoke then as a Representative, in
connection with my colleague, Dr. Foster, of Illinois, of an
oil-producing country, operated by independent producers, pro-
ducing more oil than was produced altogether in the United
States east of a line drawn north and south from the rise to the
outflow of the Mississippi River.

Mr. KAHN. I remember the circumstances that the gentle-
man speaks of exceedingly well, and I am proud of the fact that
I was one of the few Members on the floor of this House who
voted with the gentleman from Illinois at that time,

Mr. CANNON. And if the gentleman will allow me further,
I will say in that connection that the great leader of the Demo-
cratie Party, Mr. Bryan, did me the honor to come into my dis-
trict and denounce me, on account of that vote, as a protector
of trusts. Fortunately the oil was produced there, and the in-
dependent producers lived there, and his visit to my distriet
added to a very good majority that I had. [Laughter and
applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. KAHN. Certainly.

Mr. MANN. Is the gentleman from California, or any other
gentleman on the floor of the House, able to show any benefit to
any consumer in the country by reason of taking off the tariff
from oil?

Mr. KAHN. The consumer has not received a particle of

benefit.
Mr. MANN. There was a concrete illustration of the policy
of free trade. I do not know myself, but what effect has it had,

and what benefit has it been to anybody?

Mr, KAHN. I am glad the gentleman has asked the question,
because it simply goes to illustrate a number of things that
have been constantly harped on by gentlemen on the other
side with respect to the reduction of duties.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

The CHAITRMAN. Does the gentleman from California yield
to the genileman from Pennsylvania?

Mr. EAHN. One moment, if you please, Take the so-called
reciprocity laws that have been enacted and put into effect by
this Government, It was always contended that they were
going to reduce prices to the consumer, and it is being con-
tended now that the act just recently passed by this IHouse
on the subject of Canadian reciprocity is going to reduce prices
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1o our ronsumers. ‘Cuban reciprocity has been referred to as
ibeing a great snceess. The output of the Cuban sugar fields
‘has grown from 600,000 tons in the year in shich Cuban
reciprocity was enacted te 1,800,000 fons a year at the present
1ime, and yet sugar has not been reduced in price to the ulfi-
mate consumer of this country a fraction of a cent. The 20
per cent differential has gone almost entirely into the pockets
«of the Bugar Trust. The 20 per cent differential that was
taken off Cuban tobacco has gone almost entirely inte the
pockets of the Tobacco Trust, and the .consumers have not
benefited from it by -a fraction of a cent,

ﬁM:' FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman yield for a gques-

on ?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from California yield
to the gentleman from New York?

Mr. KAHN, I will yleld in a few moments. The same ds
troe with respect to the Hawaiian reciprocity treaty. Sngzar
came in from Hawaii under that treaty absolutely free, and yet
it did not reduce the price of sugar to the ulfimate consumer a
fraction of a cent.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. PAYNE. Does the gentleman from California desire
more time?

Mr. KAHN. I wonld like just a little more time.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 10
minutes.

Mr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, I want to make this further
statement, nmamely, that since free trade with Porto Rico has
been established the price of sugar and the price of tobacco
have not been reduced a fraction of a -cent to the consnmers
of this country. Since a certain quantity of sugar and a cer-
tain gquantity of cigars have .come into this country free from
the Philippines, those commodities have not been reduced a frac-
tion of a cent fo the consumers of this country. This svorld
movement of .combinations of which I spoke a few moments
ago eontrols these outputs, and even in Canada such combina-
tions will be organized if they do not already exist there, and
they will control the prices and the outputs there, just as they
control the prices and the outputs in free-trade England, just
as they control the prices and the outputs here, and just as
they control the prices and the outpuis in 'Germany, in Franece,
in Austria, and in all the other great countries of the earth,

New, Mr. Chairman, I will yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr, MOORE of Pemnnsylvanin. Then the gentleman states
plainly that the removal of the duty on oil has not reduced the
price of oil to the consumer in this eountry?

Mr. KALN. Not a particle.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman also states
‘that the reduction or removal of the duty on sugar would not
reduce the price of sugar to the consumer in the United States.

Mr. KAHN. I have always been willing to learn something
from the teachings of history, and history diseloses the fact
that those laws which heretofore have been enacted reducing
the duty on sugar have not resnlted in reducing the cost of the
commodity to the nltimate consumer a fraction of a cent.

Mr. MOORHE of Pennsylvania. ‘One mnore guestion. While
this process has been going on with regard to oil, and might go
on with regard to sugar, and while the consumer has derived
abedlutely no benefit, the Government loses the revenue?

Mr. KEAHN, Exactly.

Mr. PROUTY rose.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from California yield
to the gentleman from Iowa?

Ar. KAHN. Yes; I will yield.

Mr. PROUTY. Do I understand fhe gentleman to say or to
argue that it is of mo use to the Government to undertake to
control or limit the operations of trusts?

Mr. KAHN. Oh, the gentleman has entirely misunderstood
me. The gentleman was probably not in the House when I
spoke on that subject. I believe that it is the province of the
Government to.do all it can to regulate and control these things,
It is an interesting and a complex question. We here in the
United Btates are not the only ones that are bothered about it.
Free-trade England is bothered about it; ‘Germany, France, and
Austria ;all have their troubles from if, and their statesmen
as well as their economists are busy irying to solyve it. In
those countries, however, the opposition to the trusts is not as
great among the masses as it is in this country.

But the statesmen of those countries are studying it and try-
ing to devise means to secure some control of these monopolistic
combinations; and I stated that I believe the Demoeratic
majority in this House might better occupy ‘its time in studying
‘this allimportant gquestion, so that by next December that
majority may bring in a bill, dictated by wise and sound .and

stafesmanship, that will help to regulate these
combinations, rather than be frittering away the time, us it is
now doing, in disturbing business conditions and throwing thou-
sands of ‘workmen -out of employment. [Applause on the Re-
publican side.]

Mr, DONOHOE. Has mot the consumption of fuel .0il in-
creased in the last few years very much?

Mr. EAHN. I canmot say as tothat. Iam not informed.

Mr. DONOHOE. I am credibly informed by «oil dealers that
the present price of fuél oil is the lowest in the last 10 years.

Mr. KAHN. Fuel oil has been under the control of the frust
for many years, and while I for one reprobate as heartily as
any gentleman on this floor the actions of the frust in trying
to throttle competition and drive competitors to the wall, and
~while I helieve such efforts should be most severely punished,
nevertheless the gentleman must admit that since they have
controlled the industry, as a general rule, the price of «0il has
been gradually going down lower and lower in this country. If
the priee of fuel «0oil, as stated by the gentleman, be lower than
it has been at any time in the last 10 years it bears out that
very fact.

Mr. PROUTY. By their efforts or in opposifion to them?

Mr. KAHN. They probably may have done it of their own
volition in scme instances. And where they have .done so they
ought to be given credit for it. I deprecate as much as the
gentleman does, or as much as any Member on this floor does,
the effort of any trust that tries to drive competitors fo the
wall and that tries to ruin those who would go into the same
field of industry, and I would go as far as any Member in
securing the punishment of the offenders.

Mr. PROUTY. Do you think any trust was ever formed
with the idea, purpose, or object of lowering prices?

Mr. KAHN, If the gentleman had been here when I was
making the earlier part of my speech, he would have discov-
ered that I sald repeatedly ‘that these trusts and combinations
were organized in free-trade England as well as in this country
and in other countries for the express purpose of raising
prices, of limiting -output, and of stifling competition,

Mr. PROUTY. Does it not logically follow that if fhey are
organized for the purpose of increasing prices they never lower
them unless something else makes them do it?

Mr. KAHN. I do not follow the gentleman's logic entirely.
I think that, as a general rule, they 'are compelled to lower
prices; but there may have been times when they have lowered
prices of their own accord.

I believe that the combinations want to get all that they can
by reason of their combination. They are organized and com-
bined for that purpose, and yet I believe there have been times
when by reason of new conditions they have found that they
were able to reduce their prices below fhose which prevailed
when the combination was formed.

Mr. PROUTY. The part of your statement that I wished to
call attention to was this: You stated that we should give them
credit for reducing prices. Do you believe that they have ever
voluntarily, for the benefit of the public, reduced a price?

Mr. XAHN. They are not organized for the benefit of the
publie, They are organized for the benefit of themselves.

Mr. PROUTY. Why should we give them credit for it then?

Mr. EAHN. I believe there have been times when, by reason
of reduced cost of production by the discovery of new processes,
some cembinations have at times reduced prices. That is my
impression. They do not do it often, but when they do they
shonld be given credit for it.

Mr. PROUTY. Do you think they ywould ever voluntarily
reduce the price, if there was not something else compelling
them to do it?

Mr. KAHN. That is a matter of opinion, anyhow. We can
not look into the minds of the people in the trust; but T want
to say to the gentleman and to this House that nothing can be
accomplished by railing at them. What we ought to do is to try
to regulate or conirol them, and the sooner that is done—it is
the part of wisdom and statesmanship to do it—the better it
will be.

Several Menibers rose.

Mr. KAHN. I will yield now to the gentfleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Moogg].

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Without taking sides on the
trust question, will the gentleman answer whether the people
themselves would prefer to take the old-fashioned stagecoach
to the railroad station at the old-fashioned prices, or take the
trolley car at modern prices?

Mr., EATAN. I can not answer for all the people. There
are some that I suppose would prefer to go in the old stage-
coach, but for myself I had rather take the trolley car.

constructive
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Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania, One more question. Assum-
ing that oil was sold 40 years ago in Pennsylvania for 60 cents
a gallon and is sold to-day for 12 cents or thereabouts per
gallon, through organization of those who made the refining
business profitable, would the public prefer to go back to the
old method of obtaining oil at 60 cents per gallon or pay 12
cents per gallon under modern conditions?

Mr. KAHN. As one of the publie, I should say give me the
12-cents-a-gallon ofl. 3

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania.
one more question?

Mr. KEAHN. Certainly.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Assuming what is a fact
within my own recollection, that sugar, brown sugar at that,
put up in untied bags, stamped out by the feet of West Indian
negroes, cost 13 or 14 cents a pound carried home by the pur-
chaser 35 years ago, would the public prefer to refurn to that
system or obtain refined sugar that comes from the organized
gystem of purification to-day for 5 or 6 cents a pound?

Mr, KAHN. The housewife, I think, would prefer the 5-
cents-a-pound sugar.

Mr. CANNON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KAHN. I will yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. CANNON. Does the gentleman know of any one man,
farmer, manufacturer, laborer anywhere in the United States,
or anywhere in the world, who does not get the most he can for
a day’s labor or for a bushel of corn or a gallon of oil or any
other product?

Mr. KAHN. Of course I do not.

Mr. CANNON., Then the gentleman, I take it, believes that
civilization rests on the hustle of the unit?

Mr, KAHN. Certainly.

Mr. CANNON, That men from the standpoint of self-interest
obtain what they lawfully can, and if there be combinations that
are oppressive and monopolistic it is the duty, so far as we
have the power in regulating commerce among the States, to
abolish such monopolies?

Mr. KAHN. To abolish them if we can, and to regulate and
control them, at all events. [Applause.]

Mr. CANNON. I quite agree with the gentleman.

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania, The gentleman, I take it,
would rather go onward and upward than backward and down-
ward, in this present day and generation.

Mr. KAHN. Yes; most decidedly.

Mr. DONOHOE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KAHN. Certainly.

Mr. DONOHOE. The gentleman from California is aware of
the fact, I suppose, that the proposed glass combine in England
is based on a monopoly of patents?

Mr. KAHN. The glass factories in that combination have the
patents, it is true, but they have been frying to force their in-
dependent competitors into the trust. According to the report
of our consul, they have a trust, and the frust is trying to con-
trol prices there. The independent manufacturers have given
them very keen competition, and because of the keenness of that
competition, notwithstanding the fact that the trust has these
patents, it has been trying to force the independent concerns into
this combine, but not with the success that it had hoped for nor
which it anticipated.

Mr. DONOHOIL, DBut the men who have not the patented ma-
chinery Lave no show.

Mr., KAHN. Evidently the independent producers tliere have
a preity good show, or the combine that controls the patents
would not be so anxious to force them into the trust, or of going
to ithe extent of getting the working people of the independents
to strike in order to force the independents into the combine.
That is pretty good evidence that the independents are making
headway against the trust.

Mr. DONOHOE. The gentleman is aware also that the Ger-
man mapufacturers who have been asked to join the combine
have also the patented machinery?

Mr. KAHN. The combine exists outside of England to this
extent: The English manufacturers have an agreement with
the German manufacturers that the German manufacturers will
not send their products into England to compete with the
products of the English combine. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I stated that the Democrats had not been
very successful in the role of econstructive statesmanship. Let
me give the committee a specific case of incompetency in that
direction. In the Fiftieth Congress, when the House was Demo-
cratie, the Committee on Manufactures undertook to investigate
this trust question. The committee held extended hearings on
the Sugar Trust, the Standard Oil Trust, the Whisky Trust,
and the Cotton-Bagging Trust. Its investigations were ex-
tended through practically the entire life of that Congress, and

Will the gentleman answer

in the closing days of the second session Mr. BAcon, from that
committee, submitted a report (H. Rept. 4165), which reads in
part as follows: '

They respectfully report that the number of combinations and trusts
formed and forming in this country is, as your committee ascertained,
w? large, and affects a large portion of the important manufacturing
and industrial interests of the country. They do not report any list
of these combinations, for the reasom that new ones are constantly
forming, and that old ones are constantly extending their relations so
48 to cover new branches of business and invade new territories,

Your committee further report that, owing to present differences of
opinion between the members of the committee, they limit their report
to submitting to the careful consideration of subsequent Congresses the
facts shown by the testimony taken before the committee.

Sir, in the very next Congress, the Fifty-first, the Repub-
licans passed the Sherman antitrust law. Under recent de-
cisions that law has been vitalized, and I feel confident that
energetic steps will be taken by the Department of Justice to
make the provisions of the Sherman law absolutely effective.

But Congress itself still has much work to do in dealing with
the trusts. In England, thorough publicity has been found a
fairly good remedy. The probability is that it has worked more
successfully there than it might work here, because those who
form the combinations there are generally actuated by a desire
to control the business itself, with a view to increase dividends
on the investments. Here, however, the combinations have gen-
erally been made with a view to stock speculation in Wall
Street. But there must be a remedy for every wrong, and the
political party that will solve the preblem of how to control
and regulate, or, if need be, dissolve the trusts, will be doing
more for the common people of this country than all the theo-
rists who would tinker with the tariff by trying to engraft their
particular theories thereon. And so I gay to the Democratic
majority, Quit your tariff tinkering; adjourn and go home.
Study the question of how to handle the trusts and combina-
tions which tend to stifle competition and thus increase the
cost of living; come back next December with a proper bill to
cure these evils, and you will be doing yourselves and the
country an actual service,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I now yleld 30 minutes
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GoExEe].

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Froyp of Arkansas in the chalr). The
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GoekE] is recognized.

Mr. GOEKE, Mr, Chairman, I am grateful to the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoopn] for affording me an opportun-
ity to address the House on the pending measure. I recognize
that the discussion of the wool schedule, known as Schedule K,
or any other one tariff schedule, necessarily involves, in a
measure, a discussion of the tariff question generally, and with
it its always present companion, the trust question.

I have listened with considerable interest to the speech of
the minority leader, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Manx],
and I take it that he speaks with auothority for the majority of
the minority. His speech in opposition to the pending bill was
eloquent, learned, and gave evidence of a great deal of industry
in its preparation, and we on this gide of the Chamber have the
highest regard and most kindly feeling for him; yet I feel war-
ranted in saying that his speech is founded on the high-protec-
tive tariff theory—a theory that is no longer in favor with the
American people. [Applause on the Democratic gide.] The
gentleman from Illinois is unfortunate in leading on the floor
of this House a divided party. Ever since I came to this House
I have tried to determine what the exact distinction was be-
tween a “ stand-pat” Republican and an insurgent Republican;
and as I listen to the discussion of the pending measure by
gentlemen on the other side of the Chamber I am driven to the
conclusion that there are but two distinctions worthy of men-
tion between these two classes of Republicans. It seems to me
that the insurgent Republican is in favor of a high protective
tariff and the * stand-pat” Republican is in favor of a higher
protective tariff [applause and launghter]; that the insurgent
Republican upon all oceasions seeks to invoke the * holier-than-
thon” doetrine and disclaims all responsibility for the errors
and mistakes of his party, while the * stand-pat” Republican
maintains that the Republican Party can not err and is always
right. [Applause and laughter on the Democratic side.]

I do not deem it necessary to devote any time in replying to
the objections urged against the pending bill, to the effect that
it does not afford sufficient protection to the woolen industry,
That guestion has twice been determined by the American peo-
ple in recent elections, and it is now taken as universally estab-
lished that the American people are no longer in favor of high
protection. I am also convinced that unless a Member is either
an expert on wool tariffs, or has had the good fortune of being
a member of the Ways and Means Committee, who formulated
and had to do with the pending measure, one is scarcely compe-
tent to enter into an intelligent discussion of the complex figures
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and rates fixed by the Payne law as to Schedule K. Hence I
shall content myself by discussing in a general way the conclu-
sions reached by the authors of the pending bill.

It is a fundamental doctrine of the Democratic Party that in
the writing of tariff laws taxes on imports should only be levied
for needed public revenue, and that by thus levying taxes on
imports it affords the only advantage to the American manu-
facturers which the Government can justly give, or that the
country ought to be burdened with. No one can successfully
maintain that the Payne tariff law was written in accordance
with this doctrine; on the contrary, it is admitted upon all
hands that that law contains throughout the old Republican
doctrine of a high protective tariff. The Democratic Party has
been placed in power in this branch of the Congress with dis-
tinet and explicit instructions to revise the tariff downward
along Democratic lines, without special favor to anyone and
with as much equality as the present conditions will warrant.
The present Payne tariff law is full of vagaries, uncertainties,
catch phrases, fraud, and deception. A casual investigation thus
far made of the administration of this law at the customhouses
discloses that within the short period of 18 months different
constructions have been placed upon the law, resulting in the
collection of a duty on imports entering the customhbouse in
New York and admitting the same class of imports free of duty
in the customhouses at Mobile, New Orleans, and Galveston.

The same investigation shows that the rates of duty fixed
by the custom officers are from time to time either increased
or decreased, as the interests affected thereby may desire, and
that in the placing of a construction upon the law custom officers
have, from time to time, taken the liberty of consulting leaders
in Congress on the Republican side as to the meaning of the
same. To overthrow this monstrosity is the work that the
Democratic Party has entered upon. The question naturally
arises, in view of the fact that the party is in control of but
one branch of the legislative machinery of this Government,
“How can this best be accomplished without destroying legiti-
mate business interests, without destroying the continued pros-
perity of the farmer, without destroying the opportunity for
employment to the laborer, and without depleting and perhaps
bankrupting the Treasury of the Government?” We on this
side of the Chamber feel that we have discovered a way, under
existing conditions, for partial relief at least, by revising the
Payne tariff law downward, schedule by schedule, and in an
attempt to earry out this policy three distinet attacks have
already been made upon the citadel of high protection.

The first was the adoption by this House of the measure
approving the reciprocal trade agreement, made by a Republi-
can President, with the Dominion of Canada;: the second was
the adoption by this House of what is known as the farmers’
free-list bill; and the third is the pending measure.

Two objections are urged against the pending measure that
deserve attention. They are, first, that the bill is not in con-
formity with the Democratic platform of 1908 in this, that it
fails to place upon the free list articles entering into competition
with trust-controlled products; and, secondly, that the bill does
not conform to that platform because it fails to place raw
wool upon the free list.

The first objection is earnestly urged by the distinguished
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Murpock], and, in addressing the
House on the 8th of June, he addressed himself particularly
tfo the younger Members, saying:

Let me say to the younger Members in this House: In this House
no one can serve two masters. As a ruole he can not be loyal to the
cancus and loyal to his constituency. If he serves the ome truly, he
will serve the other falsely. There is nothing in blind obedience to
caucns, my friends. It is not good legisiation; it is not good repre-
sentation ; it Is not even good politics.

I am one of the younger Members to whom this admonition
was given. I have no doubt that the distinguished gentleman
from Kansas was perfectly sincere in his advice to us, but I can
not subseribe to his doctrine. This Government has always been
a Government of political parties, and, so long as it continues to
be, the party caucus is eminently proper and usually necessary.
The complaint is not against the caucus itself, but exists on
account of the character of the caucus. I am not astonished
that the distingnished gentleman from Kansas opposes and com-
plains of political cancuses, because, if my information is cor-
rect, his knowledge is confined to Republican caucuses, and
there is just as much difference between a Republican caucus
and a good, old-fashioned, gennine Democratie eaucus as there is
between a ‘“‘standpat” Republican and the tariff-for-revenue
Democrat, [Applause and laughter on the Democratic side.]
I wonld like to ask the distinguished gentleman from Kansas
what he finds up to this hour that has been done by the Demo-
cratic cancus in this session of Congress that is objectionable to
him. The Democratic caucus named the present Speaker of this

House, Aside from his political faith, T am sure the distin-
guished gentleman ecan find no fault with the present Speaker,
whose every deed and act up to this hour stands without eriti-
cism. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

It placed at the head of the Ways and Means Committee the
distinguished gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNpERWOOD], Who
has the undivided support of every Member on this side of the
Chamber and, I know, the profound respect and highest regard
of every Member on the other side of the Chamber, and is not
only receiving, but richly deserves to-receive, the plaudits of the
American people for so successfully leading the fight for legis-
lation in the interest of 90,000,000 people. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

The Democratic caucus reduced the cost of conducting this
House more than $182,000 per year. Does the gentleman object
to that?

The Demoeratic caueus approved the Canadian reciprocity
agreement. Does the distinguished gentleman from Kansas
find any objection to that act?

The Democratic caucus indorsed and recommended for pas-
sage the farmers’ free-list bill, and last, but not least, among
other things, the Democratic caucus was responsible for re-
storing popular government in this branch of the Congress by
depriving the Speaker of the power to name the great standing
committees of the Hounse, and thereby destroying the opportu-
nity for one-man rule, which, no doubt, must please the gentle-
man from Kansas, And I maintain that the caucuses thus far
held by the Democrats in this House have been for the good of
the people, and deserve commendation rather than criticism.

I fear that the trouble with the gentleman from Kansas is
that he does not know or can not understand the inward work-
ing of a Democratic caucus, for lack of experience in that direc-
tion. Its rules are fair and liberal; no man is gagged and
bound by its edict; no man is asked to serve two masters, If
his premises to his constituents are not in accord with the de-
cree of the caucus, he is not required to abide by its decision.
Withoat the action of the party caucus a measure of the char-
acter now under consideration could never become a law and
would fall as easy prey to a minority that would be opposed
to a change in Schedule K.

While we are thankful to the distinguished gentleman from
Kansas for his kind advice, we must reject it because it is not
sound. He complains and urges against the bill that worsted
goods are not placed upon the free list and urges it as a viola-
tion of the Democratie platform of 1008. He gives facts, figures,
and information that clearly establish the existence of the
Worsted Truost in this country. This is, indeed, wholesome in-
formation, eoming from the Republican side of this Chamber.
If it were not for conditions which I shall hereafter discuss,
I would cheerfully support the proposed amendment of the
gentleman from Kansas to place worsteds on the free list, but
I want to suggest to the other side of the Chamber, and psar-
tienlarly to the distingnished gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
Murpock ] that the tariff provided for in Schedule K on worstels
is not alone responsible for the existence of that eriminal combi-
nation of capital. Neither is the Worsted Trust the only trust
that exists to-day. The original creation of trusts and monopo-
lies in this country was made possible by reason of the Repub-
lican policy of high protective tariff.

Mr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yicld for a
question?

The CHAIRMAN.

Mr. GOEKE. Yes,

Mr. KAHN. If the tariff iz responsible for the trusts, how
does the gentleman account for the trusts in England, which is
a free-trade country?

Mr. GOEKE. Mr. Chairman, I am not familiar with the con-
ditions over there, but in this country the trouble is that the
tariff was originally responsible for their creation, and now by
reason of a lack of the enforcement of the law against them
they have become a world power and the tariff does not make
much difference at the present time, as far as they are now
concerned.

Mr. CULLOP. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, GOEEE. Certainly.

Mr. CULLOP. I desire to say that England is not a free-
trade country, but has a tariff,

Mr. KAHN. Oh, England, if the gentleman will permit me, is
in the same condition as many other countries, England has to
have money with which to run the Government, but, as compared
with Germany and France and the United States, with their
high protective tariffs, England is decidedly a free-trade country.
notwithstanding the statement of the gentleman from Indiana.
If the gentleman from Indiana will read any of the authorities
on trusts, he will find that they all refer to England as a free-

Does the gentleman yield?
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trade country, whether they be living in England, Germany, or
France.

Mr. GOEKE. The continuation of these trusts and their
present successful operation is due to the failure on the part of
the Attorney General and the district attorneys in this country
to enforce existing laws against these illegal combinations. In
the Standard Oll case the Supreme Court of the United States,
::iano;dniondeliremd. on the 15th day of May of this year,

d:

to the acts done the individuals or corporations who
were mal instrumental in nging about the of the
New Jersey corporation during the jod prior to the formation of
the trust agreements of 1879 and 1882, including those :}tgt;eemenix.
not for the purpose of weighing the substantial merit of numer-
ous charges of wro! during such iod, but solely as
an aid for discovering intent andnpu:rpose. we think no disinterested
mind can survey the period in question without being irresistibly driven
to the conclusion that the very genius for commercial dzvﬁﬁxent
and organization which it would seem was manifested frem be-
ginning soon begot an intent and pm"lpoxa to exclude others which
was frequently manifested by and dealings wholly ineousistent
with the theory that they were made with the single coneeption eof
advancing the development of business pewer by wusual methods, but
which, on the contrary, necessarily involved the Intent to drive others
from the fleld and to exclude them from their right to trade and
the mastery, which was the end in view. An

thus accomplish £ d, com-
nts of 1879 and

sldering the ﬁrlod from the date of the trust agreeme
1882, up to the time of the expansion of the New Jersey coni'varatlon,
the ual extension of the power over the commerce in oil which

ensued, the decision of the supreme court of Ohio, the tardiness or
reluctance in conferming to the commands of that decislon, the method
first adopted and that which ﬁnalul{ culminated in the plan of the New
Jersey corporation, all addition serve to make manifest the econ-
tinued existence of the intent which we have previously indicated and
which, among other the expansion of the New Jersey
corporation. The exer of the power which resulted from that
organization fortifies the fo ing concluslons, since the development
which came, the uisition here and there which ensned of every
efficient means by which competition could have been asserted, the slow
but resistless methods which followed by which means of transporta-
tlon were absorbed and brought under econtrol, the system of marketing
which was asdopted, by which the eountry was divided Into districts
and the trade each district in oil was turned over te a designated
corsomtlon within the combination and all others were exeluded, all
lead the mind uP to a conviction of a purpose and intent which we
think is so - n as practically te cause the subject not to be within
the domain of reasonable contention.

The Inference that no attempt to monopolize could have been In-
tended, and that no monopolization resulted from the acts complained
of, since it Is established that a very small percentage of the ernde
oll produced was centrolled by the combination, Is unwarranted. As
substantinl power over the crude product was the inevitable result of
the absolute econtrol which existed over the refined product, the
monopolization of the one earried with it the power to control the
other, and if the inference which thls situation s ts were developed,
which we deem it unnecessary to do, they it well serve to add addi-
tlonal cogency to the presumption of intent to monopolize which we
have found arises from the unguestioned proof on other subjects.

In the Tobaeco Trust case, the Supreme Court, on May 29
of this year, said:

L]

Coneidering, then, the undisputed facts which we have previously
stated, it remains only to determine whether they establish that the
acts, contracts, agreements, combinations, etc., which were assalled
were of such an unusual and wrongful character as to bring them
within the prohibitions of the law. That they were, in our opinion, so
overwhelmingly, results from the undisputed facts that it seems onmly
necessary to vefer to the facts as we have stated them to demonstrate
the correctness of this conclusion. Indeed, the history of the combina-
tion is so replete with the doing of acts which it was the obvious pur-

of the statute to forbid, so demonstrative of the existence fprgm
tpﬁgcb&ginning of a purpose to acquire dominion and control of the
tobacco trade, not by the mere excrtion of the ordinary right to con-
tract and to trade, but by methods devised in order to monopolize the
trade by driving competitors out of Iness, which were ruthlessly
carried out upon the assumption that to work upon the fears or pla
upon the cupidity of eumlaetitors would make success possible. Wye
say these conclusions are Inevitable, not because of the vast amount
of property aﬁgregnted by the combination, not because alone of the
many corporations which the proof shows were united by resort to one
device or another. Again, not alone because of the dominion and
control over the tobacco trade which actually exists, but because we
think the conclusion of wrongful purpose and illegal combination is
overwhelmingly established.
is does to the conclusion that the assailed combination
in all its aspects—that iz to say, whether it be looked at from the
point of view of stock ownerghip or from the standpoint of the prin-
cipal corporation and the accessory or subsidlary corporations. viewed
independently, including the foreign corporations in so far as the
contracts made by them they became cooperators im the combination—
comes within the prohibitions of the first and seeond sections of the
antitrust act, it remains only finally to consider the remedy which it
is our duty to apply to the sitnation thus found to exist.

The law under consideration in these two cases, and espe-
cially the two sections involyved, reads as follows:

SpcTtiox 1. Every contract, combination in the form of trust or
otherwise, or conspiracy in restraint of trade or commerce amonf the
several States, or with foreign nations, is hereby declared to be illegal.
Every person who shall make any such contract, or engage in any such
combination or comspiracy, shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor,
and, on conviction thereof, shall bc:ﬁﬁgn!shed by fine not exceed
$5,000 or by mlg.risnnment not ex 5 one year, or by both sa
punishments, in the discretion of the court.

8ec. 2. Every person who shall monopolize, or attempt to monopo-
lize, or combine or conspire with any other person or &enunn to
monopelize, any part of the trade or commerce among the seversl
States or with foreizn nationg shall be deemed ty of a misdemeanor,
and on conviction thereof shall be punished by not exceeding $5,000
or imprisonment not exceeding one year, or by bLoth sald punish-
ments, in the discretion of the court,

I want to inqguire of the distinguished genfleman from Kan-
sas [Mr. Murpocx] whether, in view of the decision convicting
all conspirators involved in the violation of the Sherman anti-
trost law in these two cases, he is not convinced that the true
remedy for relief in behalf of the people lies rather in an hon-
est enforeement of the antitrust law, and especially the eriminal
feature of that law, than it does in the mere placing of trust-
made articles upon the free list? I want to inquire why it is
that he seeks to criticize the Democratic position when it ap-

as nearly as the condition of the Public Treasury will
permit, the placing of these articles upon the free list, putting
them in the competitive elass, and is absolutely silent as to the
failure of the Republican officials to properly enforce the laws
against these criminal combinations? I assert that it is the
Republican high-protective pelicy that created these trusts and
the absolute glaring failure of the Attorney General's depart-
ment and the severai distriet attorneys throughout the country
in enforcing the law that is respensible for their continued ex-
istence. I have no sympathy with the statesmen or the indi-
viduals who have been engaged in glibly eriticizing and in some
guarters denouncing the court for its decision in these cases.

The Democratic Party has always been a party of law and
order. To maintain law and order in this country and under
our form of government, it is essentially necessary to bow with
respect to the final judement of the courts. The American peo-
ple know that the couris are the bulwarks of American liberty
and that the safety of life, property, and the home depend upon
maintaining the law and observing wholesome respect for the
judgment of the courts. If the law as interpreted by the courts
is wrong, the remedy lies with the Congress; if a judge acts
corruptly, the law points out the mode to be pursued to dispense
with his services; but the practice of openly traducing and
denounecing their judgment must and can only lead to discon-
tent in the Republic, spread the seeds of anarchy, and, if per-
sisted in and long continued, destroy the very foundations upon
which the perpetuity of our Government depends.

It is less than a year since a once-popular President of the
United States traveled around over the States of this Republic
viciously denouncing and criticizing a Federal judge and courts
in general, and he received an answer from the people. He
indulged in that practice in the State of Indiana, and the elec-
tion returns contained the answer. He indulged:in the same
practice in the State of Ohio, and there the people, by over
100,000 majority, sent him a message that they did not want
any of that doctrine. And so with many other States in which he
recklessly attacked the courts, This example, of so recent a date,
ought to convince any fair-minded man that the American peo-
ple have not yet reached the siage where they are willing to
submit the safety and security of their homes, their property,
and their liberties for determination by appeal to the mob.

Final power in a Government like ours must rest somewhere.
Our forefathers, in their wisdom, placed that final power in
the Supreme Court of our land, which, in my judgment, is the
greatest judicial tribune in the world. This respect that is due
the courts is not reverence for the personnel of the court, but
it is reverence for their great constitutional power, the exercise
of which should and must under all circumstances be upheld
by the American people. The sober second thought and the
calm and careful consideration of the decisions of the Supreme
Court in the Standard Oil and Tobacco Trust cases will easily
vindicate the correctness of them. When their scope and ef-
fectiveness is once fully understood by the people of this coun-
try the greatness of these decisions and the wonderful legal .
learning they contain will readily place them among the most
celebrated decisions that have ever been rendered by that court,
and will prove to the utmost satisfaction of the American peo-
ple that the highest court of this land has, in fact, been their
friend and benefactor rather than the friend and protector of
special privileges and illegal combinations,

Do not be deceived by the declaration that the trusts and
monopolies are satisfied with these decisions. These two deci-
sions spell the “ death knell ” of trusts and monopolies in Amer-
fea. Under their sweeping terms every trust and monopoly in
America can be driven out of existence. The court in these
cases has blazed the way to the ultimate extermination of these
gigantic combines, and it has pointed the road to the grave-
yard for trusts and monopolies and has started the funeral
march with Standard Oil heading the procession.

Where, then, lies the difficulty, and what is the remedy? The
difficulty seems to be that the Attorney General and the variouns
Distriet Attorneys of this country are suffering from “Special
Privilege Paralysis.” ¥or 16 long years the Republican Party
has been in absolute control of all the departments of this
Government. During all this time the Rherman antitrust
law has been in full force and effect. It has been a mat-
ter of common knowledge that the great gigantic combines
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of this country were violating the eriminal and civil provisions
of this law. Nearly 30 days have passed since the highest
court in this land convicted two of these trusts of violating the
provisions of the law, and yet not a single man who has violated
the provisions of this law has been indicted and prosecuted in
the cases referred to. What is needed is a vigorous prosecution
under the eriminal provisions of this antitrust law, with a view
of punishing the individual who is back of these corporations,
instead of the corporation itself. It has long been the estab-
lished practice of the Republican Party to protect the real
offender against this and similar laws., BSix years ago, when
Theodore Roosevelt was President of the United States, he
appointed Judson Harmon, now the great governor of a great
State [applause on the Democratic side], and Frederick W. Jud-
son, through the Department of Justice, to iInvestigate the
charge of rebating against the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe
Railway Co. They traced the rebating to Paul Morton, an
ofticial of the railway company and at the time of the investiga-
tion a member of President Roosevelt’s Cabinet as Secretary of
the Navy.

It was after this disclosure that President Iloosevelt made
the acrobatic ruling that the corporations only should be held
responsible for the criminal offenses of its officials or agents
instend of holding the individual responsible. When they were
not permitted to proceed personally against officials of this
railway company for rebating, as that would have involved a
member of the President’s Cabinet, Mr. Harmon and Mr. Jud-
somn, realizing that they had discharged their duty and could go
no further, in a letter to the then Attorney General, W. H.
Moody, dated June 5, 1905, retired from the case, and, among
other things in their letter of resignation, said:

What we have said is true of all great corporations of our day.
They can not be im%l;!soned. and punishment b{ fine Is not only inade-
quate, but reaches the real culprits only lightly, if at all. The evils
which we have now to fight are corporate name, but individual In
So long as officials can hide behind
their corporations no remedy can be effected. When the Government
gearches out the guilty men and makes corporate wrongdoing mean
personal punishment and dishonor, the laws will be obeyed.

[Applause on the Democratic side.]

And yet, with this remarkable document on file in the Attor-
ney General's office of this Government, he has failed to move a
hand or to take any steps toward inflicting punishment upon
the violators of the law in the Standard Oil and Tobacco Trust
cases and numerous other cases, but permits these already con-
vieted eriminals to live in pleasure and comfort in their palaces
by the seaside, built and paid for with the money that these
ecriminals have filched from the pockets of the American
people. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Do the Members
on the other side of this Chamber deny that if there had been
a wholesome, vigorous, and determinate enforcement of the
laws against the individuals who have organized and conducted
these eriminal combines by the Atftorney General and the sey-
eral district attorneys of the United States, their destruction
would have been accomplished years and yenrs ago?

Such prosecutions would have driven everyone of them to the
rocks and restored homest, old-fashioned compefition and made
hundreds of business men out of men that are now mere clerks
in these combines and prevented the outrages so long inflicted
upon the people. It is already suggested and proposed by high
Republican authority and great statesmen in that party that
the true remedy lies in providing a law for the incorporation of
these gigantic outlaws by the National Government, thereby
legalizing and vitalizing their very existence and placing a pre-
mium upon years and years of open-handed piracy and robbery.
The correct solution for the future conduct of the industries
involved In these gigantic combines, which will preserve the
industries themselves but destroy the method of conducting
them, is pointed out by the Democratic platform of 1908, which
is as follows:

A private monopoly is indefensible and Intolerable ; we therefore favor
the vigorous enforcement of the criminal law against guilty trust mag-
nates and officials and demand the enactment of such additional legisla-
tion as may be necessary to make it impossible for a private monopoly
to exist in the United States. Among the additional remedies we gpecily
three : First, a law Anrevpnung duplication of directors among competing
corporations ; second, a license system which will, without abridging the
right of each State to create corporations or its right to regulate as it
will foreign corporations doing business wi:hin its limits, make it neces-
gary for a manufacturing or trading corporation engaged in interstate
commerce to take out a Federal license before it shall be permitted to
control as much as 25 per cent of the product in which it deals, the
license to protect the public from watercd stock and to prohlbit the
control by such corporation of meore than 50 per cent of the total
amount of any product consumed in *he United States; and, third, a
law compelling such licensed corporations tn sell to all purchasers in
all parts of the country on the same terms, ¢ .er making due allowances
for cost of transportation.

If legislation in line with this doctrine is enacted the indus-
tries themselves will be preserved, honest and legitimate pusli-
ness industries will be protected, labor will find continuous em-

fact. Guilt Is always personal,

ployment, and trusts and monopolies will be impossible. The
Democratic Party never has and does not now advocate the de-
stroction of honest business, no matter how prosperous it may
be; it does not favor a policy that means ruination of business,
hunger and starvation for the laborer, or the destruction of any
legitimate industry; but it does insist and will ever continue to
insist, until relief is afforded, that the trusts and monopolies
must go. Special privilege must not be countenanced in our
Government nor be permitted longer to direct the destiny of this
Republic, The campaign to evade the Democratic theory of
dealing with the trusts and monopolies has already begun in
the ranks of the Republican Party, and the head of the United
States Steel Trust is in hearty and earnest sympathy with the
once popular Republican ex-President, who is the real champion
of the centralization of all power in the National Government.

The second objection urged against the bill, that it does not
conform to the Demoecratic platform on account of its failure
to place raw wool upon the free list, comes rather in the form
of ridicule from the other side of the Chamber than from a
desire to have raw wool placed upon the free list. I maintain
that the duty of 20 per cent upon raw wool, as fixed in the bill
under consideration, is not a violation of any Democratie plat-
form promise. The history of the party shows that in former
tariff legislation raw wool has at times been taxed and at times
been placed upon the free list. No Demoecratic national conven-
tion has in recent years directed that raw wool should be placed
upon the free list, but, even if it were true that the party had
always advocated the placing upon the free list of raw wool,
yet in view of the fact that the present measure contemplates
but a partial revision of the tariff, because the other branch of
the Congress and the White House are in control of the Repub-
lican Party, we could not hope to pass a bill that placed raw
wool upon the free list. And again, it must be admitted by all
sensible men that to place raw wool upon the free list at this
time wonld result in a deficit in the National Treasury, which
would create distrust among our people and result in much
greater barm than the benefit that would come from free raw
wool.

The- safe legislator never speculates in the Government’s
financial affairs. If he does it in his own affairs, he alone
suffers the consequences if he makes a mistake; but when he is
conducting the financial affairs of a great Government he can
not afford to speculate on revenues, for if he makes a mistake
the injury would not be to him alone, but to all the people
alike. The Republican minority in this Congress is.clearly
disappointed because we have been wise enough not to place
raw wool upon the free list, as they had hopes we wonld do.
Had we done so, the ery would have gone out all over this
country that the Democratic Party is advocating a measure
that would certainly destroy the ability of the Government to
meet its honest obligations and resort to their old ery that when
the Democrats are placed in power they are unable, on account
of a lack of wise statesmanship, to properly conduct the affairs
of the Government, It must not be forgotten that the business
world is very sensitive, that as soon as a deficit becomes ap-
parent in the National Treasury there is a loss of confidence
in the business world, the wheels of industry stop, commerce
lags, trade becomes paralyzed, and a panic results in short
order. If the Democratic Party in this Congress wonld be
guilty of supporting a measure that would bring about such a
state of affairs, their continuance in power would be brief, and
the Republican Party, in full partnership with special privilege
and the money power, would again march to certain viefory in
1912. The people of this country do not expect the Democratic
Party to remedy all the ills and wrongs, from which they are
now suffering on account of Republican misrule, in one or two
years, All they ask is that we keep the faith and act honestly
in behalf of their interests. They do not want us to destroy
business prosperity, neither are we going to do so. We are bent
upon bringing about reform through progressive legislation, and
step by step, though it may take several years, restore equal
rights to the people of our land. I maintain that this bill
complies in spirit, under existing conditions, with the Demo-
cratic doetrines of the past as well as the Democratic platform
of 1908, and if enacted into law by the other branch of this
Congress and the President it would result in untold good to
the American people and clearly demonstrate that their judg-
ment of the Payne tariff law, as expressed in the last election,
was absolutely correct.

The second attack on the Republican protective-tariff system
may be found in what is known as the farmers’ free-list bill,
recently passed by this House. This measure was vigorously
opposed by the “ stand-pat " Republicans in this Chamber. This
measure was drawn for the purpose of giving the American
farmer that which the Republican Party has for so many years
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withheld from him, namely, a right to buy the implements which
he uses upon the farm in a competitive market rather than to
be forced to buy them at prices fixed by the trusts in this coun-
try. The articles thus placed upon the free list are as follows:

Plows, tooth and disk harrows, headers, harvesters, rentgers, agricul-
tural drills and planters, mowers, horserakes, cultivators, threshing
chines and cotton gins, farm wagons and farm carts, and all other agri-
cultural implements of any kind and deseription, whether specifically
mentioned herein or not, whether in whole or in parts, including repair
ris.

paBa,ggi::; for cotton, gunny cloth, and all similar fabrics, materials,
or coverings, suitable for covering and baling cotton, composed in whole
or in part of jute, jute butts, hemp, flax, seg, Russian seg, New Zealand
tow, Norweglan tow, aloe, mill waste, cotton tares, or any other mate-
rials or fibers sultable for covering cotton; and burlaps and bags or
sacks composed wholly or in part of jute or burlaps or other material
guitable for bagging or sacking cultural products,

Hoop or band iron, or hoop or d steel, cut to lengthe, punched or
not punched, or wholly or partly manufactured into hoops or ties,
conted or not coated with paint or any other preparation, with or with-
out buckles or fastenings, for baling cotton or any other commodity;
and wire for baling hay, straw, and other agricultural products.

Grain, buff, split, rough and sole leather, band, bend, or beltin
leather, boots and shoes made wholly or in chief value of leather made
from cattle hides and cattle skins of whatever weight, of cattle of the

bovine species, including calfskins; and harness, saddles, and saddlery,

in sets or in parts, finished or unfinished, composed wholly or in chief
value of leather ; and leather cut into shoe uppers or vamps or other
forms suitable for conversion into manufactured articles.

Barbed fence wire, wire rods, wire strands or wire rope, wire woven
or manufactured for wire feneing, and other kinds of wire suitable for
fencing, includ wire staples.

Beef, veal, mutton, lamb, pork, and meats of all kinds, fresh, salted,
pickled, dried, smoked, dressed or undressed, prepared or preserved in
any manner; bacon, hams, shoulders, lard, lard compounds and lard
gubstitutes ; and sausage and sausage meats.

Buckwheat flour, corn meal, wheat flour and semolina, rye flour,
bran, middlings, and other offals of grain, oatmeal and rolled oats, and
all prepared cereal foods; and biscuits, bread, wafers, and similar arti-

ot sweetened.
dp’f‘i:?:lber? hewn, sided, or squared, round timber used for or in
planks,

shingl la fencin, sawed boar
ﬁﬁﬁ'ﬂ”fu;' %!tﬁ:?iumher. ez?éuslih;': dresseg, peox?:%t boards, planks, deals,
and other lumber, of lignum-vits, lancewood, ebony, box, granadilla,
mahogany, rosewood, satinwood, and all other cabinet woods.

Sewing machines, and all parts thereof.

Salt, whether in bulk or in bags, sacks, barrels, or other packages.

The measure was adopted by this House, many Republicans,
recognizing the fairness of its provisions, voting for it. If this
* measure becomes a law, which we hope it will, it will afford
the American farmer, who has been for years and years selling
the products of his farm in the markets of the world, an op-
portunity to buy these articles in the market of the world as
well. -

The first attack made by the Democratic majority in this
House on the citadel of protection was the passage of the bill
approving what is known as the “ Canadian reciprocity agree-
ment.” This measure is clearly a reduction of tariff duties be-
tween this country and Canada and, while rather erude in its
provisions, yet there is contained therein sufficient in the way
of tariff reduction to show that in its creation Democratic
principles were resorted to and that in two particulars, at least,
it is a direct attack on two great trusts, the Lumber and Paper
Trusts. For these reasons the majority in this Chamber com-
plied with the President’s request, authorizing him to conciude
this trade agreement with Canada. Speaking for myself, I can
not say that I am at all confident that this so-called reciprocity
agreement will result in any great immediate benefit to the
American people. The district that I have the honor to repre-
sent is what may be termed an agricultural district. For-
tunately, the farmers of that district have for years and years
known that the tariff on wheat and farm products was a frand
and a delusion, held up as an inducement to procure Republican
votes on election day, and that it was, in fact, of no substantial
benefit to them. The farmers in my distriet also know and
understand that the contract relative to reciprocal trade rela-
tions with Canada ean not affect the price of farm products.
The “standpat' Republicans in this Chamber press their op-
position to Canadian reciprocity largely because they claim
that it would result in reducing the price of wheat, and that, too,
in the face of the fact that the American farmer Las for years
and years been obliged to sell his wheat in the market of the
world, which fixes the price of wheat. If we consider the
statistics for the past five years on the importation and ex-
portation of farm products to and from Canada, it will be seen
that the American farmer has had the balance of trade in his
favor for many years and ean not, therefore, be injured by
reason of the agreement.

The figures furnished on this question by the distinguished
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SHACKLEFORD], one of the
Democratic members of the Ways and Means Committee,
have never been disputed, and I call attention to them, because
a careful consideration of them must necessarily convince any
fair-minded citizen that the opposition fo the Canadian reci-
procity treaty, bDased on the argument that it would injure the

price of farm products, is neither sound nor gincere. These
figures show that Canada buys more of the products of our
farmers each year than we buy of them.- The figures furnished
by the distinguished Member from Missouri are as follows:

For the last § tfears, ending June 30, in spite of the
tariff obstronctions, in goods of kinds—

We sold to Canada

Canada sold to us

Difference in our favor

$886, 417, 376
393, 013, 673

492, 503, 703

Horses :
We sold in Canada 14,172, 0TS
Canada sold to us 2, 549, 201
Difference in our favor. 11, 622, 874

ttle:
We sold in Canada 1,578,179
Canada sold to us 1,198, 796
Difference in our favor. 884, 383

Breadstufls :

We sold in Canada 31, 596, 5856
Canada sold to us 6, 679, 844
Difference In our favor 24 918, 712

The above figures clearly demonstrate that the balance of
trade with Canada is greatly in our favor, in view of which it ig
impossible for Canadian reciprocity to injure the American
farmer. President Taft, in a speech recently delivered in Chi-
eago, clearly set out his views with respect to the effect that
reciprocity with Canada would have upon the American farmer,
which are worthy of reproduction. He said:

How is the farmer to be affected by Canadian peciprocity and free
trade in agricultural products? Canada is so far no that her agri-
cultural products are practically limited to wheat, rye, barley, oats,
potatoes, live cattle, horses, and dalry products. BShe can not and does
pot raise more than onesixth of 1 per cent of the corn crop of the
United States. She raises no cotton; she raises but few vegetables;
she raises but few hogs, because she has not the corn to feed them with
she is at Breaent a great importer of all fruits, citrous and otherwise,
from the United States; she tmqorts a amount of cottonseed ofl,
which by the Canadian reciprocity treaty now made free; she can
not fatten cattle as they are fattened in the United Btates, and there-
fore it has become very profitable for Amerlean farmers to Import
young cattle from a even with the duty on them and to fatten
them for the Chicago market. The United States imports into Canada a
great many more horses than she exports from the Canadians. She
sends to Canada a much larger amount of potatoes than she recelves

from her. The United States imports into Canada about 15 times as
much of meat and dairy products as Canada imports into the United
Btates,

The only real importation of agricultural Froduc‘ts that we ma
expect from Canada of any considerable amount will consist of wheat,
barley, rye, and oats. The world 1E.u'lce of these four cereals is fixed
abroad, where the surplus from the producing countries Is disposed
of, and 1s little affected by the place from which the sutpply is derived.
Canadian wheat nets, perhaps, 10 cents less a bushel to the producer
than wheat grown in the Dakotas or in esota, due to the fact
that the cost of exporting that wheat and warehousing it and trans-

rting it to Liverpool is considerably greater than the cost to the
Boakots farmer of ing of his wheat to the millers of Mlnnu%olia
or sending it abroad. If, now, the duty is to be taken off of wheat
and the Canadian wheat can come to the millers of Minneapolis and
other places, it can and will be made into flour, because the capacl
of the American mills is 33 per cent greater than is needed to mill
the wheat of this country. Canadian wheat can be imported and
ground into flour withont materially reducing the demand for or
Prics of American wheat and the surplus will be sent abroad as flour.
The price of Canadian wheat will doubtless be increased a few cents
by access to the market nearer at hand, but the access te the market
nearer at hand will not reduce the price of his wheat to the American
farmer, for the reasons stated.

A very material benefit to all the farmers of the country, especially
the stock and cattle raisers and the dairy farmers, will be the by-prod-
ucts of bran and shorts from the flour mills likely to follow the free
export of wheat from Canada to those mills. These by-products are
now so {n]ea.rca and Bo high priced that many farmers are unable to

rocure them.

i What is true of wheat is trne of the other cereals. The trade
between Canada and the United States can not but increase the sale
of agricultural produets across the border both ways to nearer markets
than they now reach in many instances. The trade will be beneficial
to both the seller and the buyer. It will not, in my judgment, reduce
the g:el;]iee of wheat or other farming products for our people in any
mar way.

Speaking for myself, I am convinced, after considering all the
arguments for and against reciprocity with Canada, that it will
have the effect of preventing, in a measure, at least, the further
increase of the cost of living in this counfry; that by taking
down, to an extent, at least, the useless and unnatural high-
tariff wall that now exists between these two contiguous coun-
tries, inhabited by people that are much alike in their habits,
customs, and mode of living, the door to greater opportunity
tsvllltege opened to the people of both Canada and the United

ta

Mr. Chairman, when the pending bill is passed by the Demo-
crats in this House, which it will be in a few days, it will be
another evidence of our determination to bring about an intelli-
gent revision of the tariff downward. It will have a marked

effect in reducing the cost of living by destroying the oufrages
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of the wool tariff as fixed by the Payne law; it will further
demonstrate that we are able to conduct the legislative affairs
of this great Government, anfl merit the confidence of the
American people, We are proud of the record made by the
Democrats in this Congress thws far, and we have a right to
be proud of that record. We have kept the faith. We have
already accomplished great things; we hope to accomplish more.
In addition to the attacks made upon the high protective-tariff
system, which I have heretofore discussed, we have accom-
plished other things. We have adopted a resolution snbmitting
to the States for ratification a constitutional amendment pro-
viding for the election ef United States Senators by the popular
vote, We have brought about such changes in the rules of the
House as are necessary for the thorough and intelligent con-
sideration of measures for the public good. We have enacted
into law a measure providing for the publication of campaign
contributions and disbursements before the election. We have
passed the weasure providing for the admission of both Arizona
and Ngw Mexico s States.

These are all measures that the American people want, and
we responded to their will. We have already turned the search-
light upeén the public service in the wvarious departments of
this Gevernment. We are looking into the books to ascertain
whether for every dollar sgpent by the Government it receives
its equivalent in service. We arve going te investigate rigidly,
carefuily, but fairly, and before this Congress is concluded we
hope to be able to furnish the American people an exact account
of what has been done with their money., We are pledged to
bring about economy in the administration of the affairs of the
Government ; we shall spare no time or labor in bringing this
about. We have already checked to o great extent the influence
and power of special privilege and the corporate interests in
the affairs of the Govermment; we are going to drive them out
completely. We intend fo demonstirate to the American people
that the Republican I'arty of to-day is ne longer the Republican
Party of Lincoln, Garfield, and McKinley, but that it is the
obedient servant of special privilege and plutocracy. We are
bent on cenvincing the people that it will be to their interest to
extenll the limited grant of power they have given us so that
complete contrel of the legislative and executive branches of
the Government will be placed in our hands,

Mr, Chairman, Ohio now occuples 16 seats on this side of the
Chamber. We are confident that nof only will we retain them
in the next Congress, but that we will increase the number
[applause on the Democratic side] and, in addition therete,
contribute the electoral vote of that great Commonwealth fo
the election of a Democrat who is able, competent, and de-
termined to lead the battle for genuine reform to the end that
all publie servants shali at all times respond to the will and
wishes of the people, thereby again making this a Government
of the people not only in name, but in fact as well. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD rose.

Mr., KAHN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield to me
for a moment?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I can not, Mr. Chairman, I yield 80
minutes to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Howagp].

Mr, HOWARD. Mr, Cheirman, at this extra session of Con-
gress I did not intend to inflict myself dpon my colleagues by
making a speech upen any particular subject that might come
up for discussion.

My reason for this good intention was that I had absolute
faith in the ability and statesmanship of the older Members of
this House who have fought such a gallant fight under the ban-
ner of Democracy for the masses of the people for the last 13
years. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

As an humble citizen of this great Republic, I haye had
nothing but admiration for the leaders of this side of the House.

Under the matchless leadership of that distinguished Demo-
erat who so ably and impartially presides over the deliberations
of this House [applause on the Democratic side], I saw what
looked to be a disorganized and hopeless minority converted into
the greatest “ fighting machine ™ America has ever seen; and I
saw this magnificent minority, working with the power and pre-
cigion of a great Corliss engine, develop into a great Democratic
majority of earnest, alert, and conscientious Democrats, who
move in unity as one man for the upbuilding of the fortunes of
America and the freedom of its masses from the rule of Repub-
licanism and privilege. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

This master of Democratic principles, this champion of the
people’s cause wiro asked or gave no quarter when the interests
of the masses of the people were at stake, this man whose heart
and mind have been devoted to his people, is justly entitled to
and richly deserves the highest honor within the gift of the

American people, whom he has served so faithfully, so consist-
ently and devotedly. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

For the reason that this discussion so far has been along a
technical line, dealing with the technicalities of duties upon the
different grades of the manufacture of wool, I have intruded
upon the House not for the purpose of discussing all phases of
this bill, but to devote the time go generously allotted to me by
the distinguished gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UsxpeErwoop]
to the relation of the American laborer and farmer to the manu-
facturing industries of the United States.

Bchedule K has been formally arraigned before the bar of
publie opinion and condemned for its infamy, and it needs no
accuser, and upon the principles of justice no one enn defend it.

Mr. Chairman, there is one noticeable thing about every
speech made by the gentlemen on the other side of the aisle.
They are ahways apparently very solicitious about the welfare
of the American wage earner when it comes to a reduoction on*
the tariff on any of the products of their pet induostries.

I stand here and ask for the American wage earner one gues-
tion. It is this; Why do they not show their love for him by
their works? In thelr 18 years of absolute and ummolested
control they have raised the tax rate on every man, woman, and
child in the United States from $4.85 to £7.85 per capita. They
Joved him so well that they taxed him $2.50 per head more under
Republican rule than he was taxed under Democratic rule. [Ap-
planse on the Democratic slde.]

PER CAPITA TAXATION.

The population of the country in 1800 was 62,047,000 ; in 1800
it rose to 75,994,000, or an average annual increase of 1,204,000,

On this basis the estimated population in 1307 was 72,005,000,
The Statistical Abstract estimates it at 71,592,000,

The receipts from taxation in that year were:

From customs___ B176, 554, 127
From internal revenue._ 146, 688, 574

Total 823, 242, 701

On the larger basis the per capita taxation for customs and
internal revenue was $4.48 and on the smaller $4.51.

On the basis of 72,005,000 population the per capita taxation
ﬂn_

Customs and internal revenue was §4.48
On customs alone - 2. 4%
On ‘internal revenue alone 2.05

The population in 1910 was 92,000,000. The receipts from
taxable sources were:

From customs____ $333, 683, 000
From internsl revenue:
R e e 268, 981,000
Corporation tax = 20, 051, 600
Total 623, 615, 000
The per capita tax in 1910 was:
On customs and internal revenue 6. 7T
On customs alene S 3.62
On internal revenue alone 2,82
On corporation tax alone. .28
Comparison of per capita taration.

1897 1010
84.48 £0.77
2.45 3.62
2.06 2.2
Corporation tax.... R .23

Every time they open their mouths on the ofher side of this
Chamber they say something about the farmer or the industrial
toiler. The best way to prove their attitude to the masses is to
show how theilr protected industries pay them for their toil and
their preducts.

One of the greatest leaders the Republiecan Party ever had
was the Hon. James G. Blaine. He said in this very Chamber
what none of you gentlemen have admitted:

That the actual labor cost of the American product s .
the effectiveness of the American laborer is superior to that of
ingman of any other matlion on earth.

Mr. Blaine was fair enough and frank enough to say what
the Republicans of this House are not fair or frank enough te
admit: That they want protection just for the sake of protec-
tion and the benefit aceruing to the manufacturing industries.

This statement is verified by the following table, compiled
by Prof. William G. Clark from official data showing the com-

because
work-
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parative productivity of American labor with that of other
countries for the year 1900:
+ Average annual output.

American
Canadian
Australian
French
English 556
German 460

If additional verification of the productivity of American
labor as compared with other labor is required, I desire to call
attention to the fact that 900,000 employees in the coal mines
of Great Britain in 1810 produced 296,008,816 tons of coal, or
329 tons per man, while 700,000 employees in the United States
in the same year produced 499,273,684 tons, or 713 tons per
man,

If this statement by Prof. Clark even approaches authenticity,
‘is the American laborer actually paid as much as the English
laborer, who produces by reason of his inefficiency four and
one-half times less for his employer than the American?

The average yearly wage of the American laborer is $437 to
sapport three people to the family, or $8.60 per week; and in
every country in Europe the laborer can purchase with $5.73
as much food and clothing as the American purchases with his
$8.60 in the protected markets of this country.

Mr. Chairman, for the enlightenment of some of my distin-
guished friends on the other side of the House I desire to give
statistics of accuracy as of the condition of the American wage
earner from the Census Bureau report on manufactures of 1905

[Census Bureau report on manufactures, 1905.]

Number of establishments
Capital
Wage earners
Wages pald
Cost of materials
Valoe of product
Average yearly wage, 1905
Average yearly wage, 1000
Average yearly wage, 18090_
Average daily wage ESIO days)
Average daily wage (365 days) oo~
Labor's share of product per cent_ .
Labor added to materials
Labor's share of value added per cent_-
Capital's ghare of value added_______________ do__—.
Living increased, 1897-19091 s
Wages increased In money, $33 a year, or_____do____
Wages increased gggecmed Industries) 0.
Average cost of per workingman's family, 1807 2_
Average food cost: C

1007 2

19102
Money inerease of food cost
Wage Increase in money.
Wages Increased
Food cost increased

Cost of living increased fourfold over wages.

This old “ wolf ery" of their party can no longer fool the
American laborer. They make a “ spread-eagle” cut speech on
this floor and scatter it broadcast over the land, talking about
protective tariff being necessary to protect American labor
against the “ pauper labor” of Iurope. At the very moment
their magnanimous speech is falling from their lips on this floor
their pet industries have got their agents scattered all over
Europe, raking it with a fine-tooth comb, bringing in this “ pau-
per labor™ they howl so much about when building a tariff wall
at the rate of 100,000 per month to compete with the patriotic,
honest, and intelligent American foilers. [Applause on the
Democratie side.]

With the exception of this outrageous schedule with which
our party is now dealing, the most favored indusiry of Repub-
lican beneficence is the Steel Trust.

When they were giving this industry its outrageous right to
tax the American farmer on his farm implements and the
American people generally on the products of this gigantie
trust, builded upon tariff profits unjustly filched from the
pockets of the American consumer, they said that they must
have it because of its infancy—it was still on the “ milk diet.”
[Applause on the Democratic side.] But, above all, it should
be protected because it employed more laborers than any other
one industry in this country. and they must be protected from
the “pauper labor” of Europe.

The Pittshurg Survey gave a tabulated map showing that
the Carnegie mills at Homestead employ 18,711 of these
“ paupers,” consisting of Slovaks, Poles, Bohemians, Hun-
garians, Roumanians, and so forth. You will probably remem-
per that this protected industry used the military to drive
American organized labor from its gates, [Applause on the
Democratic side.] :

iDun’s Review.

2,450
$1. 455

900
640

2186, 262

$12, 686, 000, 000
5, 470, 32

$2, 611, 540, 000

£8, 503, 949, 000

$14, 802, 147, Sl[rig

per annum . _
per annum__
per cent.
do.

2 Bureau of Labor.

The gentleman from Illineis [Mr, MAnx], with much vehe-
mence and with the expenditure of a great amount of gesticu-
lative energy, spoke about the * pauper labor” in the woolen
industry of Europe.

I challenge their side of the House to go to New England
and take an inventory of the operatives in the mills and see
how many American operatives they will find,

The Boston Traveler of June 2, 1909, in its ridicule of the
speech delivered by the senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Lobnce], said:

He made an impassioned plea for the mill operatives of New Eng-
land, who must not be deprived of their right to work and wages, and
for fhn manufacturer, who must be protected against the cheap labor
abroad. The mill operatives for whom the Senator’s eloquence was un-
loosed are practically all Greeks, Syrians, Armenians, Poles, and Ital-
fans, who have driven out every other kind of labor because, under
present wages in the mills, to bring up a family Is impossible.

Mr. LopGe's defense for the cotton manufacturers whose mills are
filled with aliens on starvation wages is lgm-allele-:! in history omly by
the argnment made in Parlinment at the time England was attempting
to abolish the slave trade—that if the bringing of black people from
Africa to America and elsewhere was prohibitive, shipowners wounld not
find any use for thelr vessels, and that these slave ships furnished the
only market for decayed fish and other putrid food, on which there
would be a dead loss if the slave trade was outlawed.

Mr. Chairman, if they want to protect the American laborer,
why is it they did not make the Immigrant Bureau self-sus-
taining by placing a head tax of not less than $10 per head
upon every alien entering into the United States? Would that
not be better than taxing the laboring people of this country
$2,000,000 per annum to meet a deficit in this department?
They have been so eager to bring this “ pauper labor,” as they
gso pertly term if, into this country that they have actually
failed to make it pay its own expenses, and they tax the indus-
trial toiler to maintain a depariment established for taking
bread and meat out of the mouths of his wife and children. I
ask them again, Why have they failed to build a tariff wall
around the brain, the muscle, the intelligence and the patriotism
of the American-born industrial toiler, who loves his flag next to
his child, who worships freedom next to his God, and who, when
his country is imperiled by an attack from without, leaves his
toil, leaves his wife, leaves his child, and shoulders his gun
to fight the battles of his country while their tariff barons are
being treated for the gout at Carlsbad or are cruising in their
palatial yachts upon the silvery waters of the Mediterranean
Sea? [Applause on the Democratic side.]

By their love for the American toiler they have made it pos-
sible by combinations between American industries and the
steamship companies for this * pauper labor” to land on our
shores at from $8 to $60 cheaper than in any couniry in the
world.

Talk about protecting the American industries from the
“ pauper labor” in Europe when they are using the same sort
of labor here that the foreign manufacturer is using there
[applause on the Democratic side}, and to prove this I submig
a report from the Census Bureau showing the foreign popula.
tion of the States in which these manufacturing industries
were founded and fostered:

Talle of foreign born, etec.
[Census 1900, Vol. L]

Percentage
of popu-
lation for-
eign born
and of for-

eign horn
and of for-
elgn-born
parentage.

White
Foreign | population

born oreizn Total pop-
(exxxi).

wlation.

Massachusetts........
Rhode Tsland...
Connecticut. .. X
New: Xoek.: i oo
New Jersey
Pennsylvania..._....

846,324 97, 38 2,
134,519 5
238,210
1,900,425
431,831
985, 250

1
]
]
'
'
]

088,125 | 1,
2,415.278 | 6,302,1

It will be seen by the table which I submit that Massachuselts
has 1,743,710 persons foreign born or of foreign-born parentage
out of 2,805,846 total population, having therefore 62.1 per cent
of people who are foreign born or of foreign-born parentage;
Rhode Island, in like manner, has 64.1 per cent of its popu-
lation foreign born or of foreign-born parentage; Connecticut
has 57.3 per cent of foreign born or of foreign-born parent-
age; New York has 59.3 per cent of its people foreign born or
of foreign-born parentage; New Jersey has 52.4 per cent of its
population foreign born or of foreign-born parentage; thus dis-
closing in the completest manner the extent to which this use
of foreign labor has driven out the American,
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This table illustrates the policy of the Republicans teward
the American wage earner. They want a couniry overflowing
with laborers, which necessarily lowers the wage scale and
causes the competition to be sharp, but when you seek to
apply this standard of measurement to their produets they
declare it means ruination to their industries.

Is there a surplus of laber in this country? The only manner
by which this question can be answered is by the number of
people who are out of employment and seeking it at almost any
price. In the month of April in this city the Civil Service
Commission held an examination for the purpose of securing
250 janitors and charwomen. Shortly after midnight of the
morning the application blanks were to be given out men and
women began to gather around the office. When the time ar-
rived for the distribution of the blanks there were 5,000 men
and women in a seething mnss, almost fighting to get their
hands upon one of these precious applications that might mean
the procurement of a job at hard manual labor for $1 a day.
In the Capital of protected America enforced idleness had
driven 5,000 people to desperation, want, and hunger.

Now, for a few moments I desire to call your attention to the
distribution of wealth of this country and to the financial con-
dition of the masses of the people.

We have already seen by statements of fact, which may be
disputed but not suecessfully disproved, that protection is of no
value fo the industrial toiler.

The labor is obtained by our industries upon a basis of free
trade; the gates of America are wide open, not only beckoning
the laborer of the entire world to enter, but really aiding and in-
ducing him to enter into competition with the wage earner of
our own land.

On the other hand, the American laborer has to spend his
earnings for the necessaries of life in a market protected by
the highest tariff rates of any country in the world.

LESS THAN 100,000 OWN CITY.

[From the New York Times.]

Lawson Purﬂél president of the board of taxes and assessments, in
speech at the City Planning Municipal Art Exhibition, said that the
value of the tsxa le &ropeny in New York City is now estimated to
be about $6,800,000 Two-thirds, or 67 per cent, of this lproperty.
he added, is land. "My, Purdy =ald that it is estimated that

100,000 persons own every particle of the land.

Spahr’s table for the distribution of wealth in the United
States, taken from his work, The Present Distribution of Wealth

in the United States, when our national wealth was £60,000,-
000,000, is as follows: :

; Per | Average Agxmga Per
1.0 | $263,040 | $32,880,000,000 | 54.8
10.9 | 14,180 | 19,320,000,000 | 32.2
88.1| 1,699 | 7,800,000,000 | 13.0
: MED R e e I e
Total. Lo et m,sw,wn‘ 100.0 | 4,800 | €0,000,000,000 | 100.0
2

The inequalities have been steadily growing worse, and when
a single person's fortune is estimated at a thousand millions
and is gathering in $50,000,000 per annum of the net proceeds
of the products of the labor of this country, while millions of
human beings can not lay aside $50 apiece per annum, what
must be the inevitable result? It is this condition, half under-
stood, that is developing rapidly a sentiment of radieal social-
ism, discontent, and social unrest.

Think of this situation, 50 per cent of our population, after
all of their toil, day in and day out, have been unable to accu-
mulate a single dollar! Never, by the practice of strict economgy,
being able to lay aside a dollar for the day when sickness shall
overtake him. Keeping his nose to the grindstone. Never feel-
ing that freedom accompanying the accumulation of a few
dollars for the inevitable *rainy day.” His poverty erushing
his ambition to own a roof over his head. Looking to the future,
when he shall have expended his only asset—his muscle—when
he has become old and no longer able to enlist in the battle for
bread, he must lay down and die in want.

" Mr. Chairman, no government can keep its place in the nations
of the world tolerating a system which impoverishes its indus-
trial tollers.

You may pay him higher wages here than the laborers of
other countries cbtain, but by your system you pay him with one
hand and take it from him with the other.

In the year 1907 I visited the great city of Pittsburg—the
citadel of protection. Of all the places on this earth I there

expected to find prosperity at high tide and the tide still
coming in.

In this eity I understeod that a great banquet given by the
steel barons had just been held, where $§100 was expended upon
each plate, where champagne stoppers flew like bullets at the
second battle of Manassas [applause on the Demoecratic side],
where all was prepared for the feast more sumptuously than
did a king ever feast. All to celebrate the division of their
millions, the unjust profits of your system of protection.

I expected to see a happy and contented army of industrial
toilers. I expected to see them dressed in decent working
clothes. I expected to see their little children going to school
dressed as an American white child should be dressed.

Was this the condition in existence? No; there walking the
streets, approaching the back door of the homes of those they had
Lelped to enrich, were 25,000 able-bodied men begging bread.

There in the doorways of the most desolate and squalid fene-
ment houses, surrounded by none of the ordinary comforts of
life, with every environment tending to both moral and physical
degradation, sat hungry little children, with tear-stained faces—
the enforced tears of hunger—and in the background sat the
mother in silence and desperation. How merciless are the
trusts! [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Talk about protecting American labor. Why, Mr. Chairman,
the historian of the future will define a Republican “as a per-
son belonging to a band of organized men, who, by artful prac-
tices and deceitful means, engaged in robbing farmers and
laborers of their product.” [Applause on the Demoeratic side.]

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Georgla
has expired.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield 10 minutes additional to the
gentleman from Georgia,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia is recognized
for 10 minutes additional.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
Alabama very much.

In the last Republican platform we gee them not only de-
claring for a tariff high enough to cover the difference in the
cost of production in this couniry and foreign countries, but for
an additional duty high enough to gunarantee to the manu-
facturer a reasonable profit in addition to the cost of freight
and carriage.

This is a guaranty they extend only to the manufacturer,
The literal definition of the word reasonable is: Rational, hon-
est, just, equitable, fair, suitable, moderate, tolerable. y

In the face of this solemn declaration to the American people
their party conyened Congress and placed the most unreasonable,
extortionate, and indefensible tariff act on the statute books the
world has ever known. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

For the sake of the masses of the people, may God grant that
they may never give us a dose of unreasonable profit. [Ap-
planse on the Democratic side.] In arriving at this reasonable
profit for the manufacturer they estimate the cost of labor, ma-
terial, operating expenses, and interest on the capital invested. In
seven insfances out of ten, cne-half of the eapital stock of these
industries is water, pure and simple. They therefore reward
frand and encourage dishonesty by permitting them tfo ealculate
their profits upon a par-value basis for water as well as money
invested.

Their protected indusiries under a prohibitive tariff exact
from the people not only this reasonable profit, but they add the
last penny of tariff profit to the product also, thus placing in
their pockets money rightfully belonging to the comsumer and
for which he gets not one penny in value.

The great producers of our wealth—the farmers and the
laborers—had no guaranty given them that they should receive
a reasonable profit on their products and their toil.

When they guaranteed to the manufacturer his reasonable
profits, they gave to the farmer and the laborer a guaranty
equally as certain of fulfillment that he would be robbed under
the system of protection accorded the manufacturer. [Applause
on the Demoeratic side.]

Let us have just a few illusirations of how they tax the
farmer and the laborer to enrich their tariff barons: On every
850 worth of woolen dress goods they make him pay $25.65 in
tariff taxes. On every $50 worth of flannels he purchases they
place a tariff tax of §29.55. On every $50 worth of linen wearing
apparel they make him pay $1875 in tariff taxes. On every
$50 worth of blankets they make him pay a tariff tax of

The farmer has to pay a tariff tax of $16.70 on every $100
worth of harness he purchases.

©On $100 worth of salt in bulk they make him pay a tariff of
$44.20. On every $50 worth of machinery for the farmer they
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tax him $23.05. For every $50 worth of shovels and hoes for
the farmer they tax him $15.55. For his china plates, cups, and
saucers they make him pay a tax of $17.25 for every $30 worth
purchased.

So this is what the Republican Party declared by platform
was a reasonable profit.

With such outrageous profit being filched from the pockets
of tte masses of the people, is it any wonder that 50 per cent
of our people are paupers and that billionaires are taking the
place of millionaires?

The gentleman from IlNinois [Mr. MaxN] was complaining
because the present bill faxed women’s and children’s dress
goods 45 per cent, or $4.50 for every $10 purchase, Why should
he complain and attempt to make capital of this rate when he
aund his party stand sponsor for an outrageous bill taxing the
women's and children’s dress goods on every $10 purchase $10.20.

Thank God we are able to save the consumer in this small
purchase £5.70 if your Republican Senate will pass this bill and
your Republican President will sign it. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.]

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Maxx] saw fit to criticize
this side of the House for its failure to tax raw rubber, raw
silk, diamonds, and so forth. He says that they now come into
this country free. The Republican Party made the Payne-
Aldrich bill. We had nothing to do with it, and from the looks
of that side of the House and the decreased number of Repub-
licans over there, they wish to the good Lord that they had
not had anything to do with it. [Applause on the Democratic
side.] Speaking for myself, I am in favor of placing raw wool
on the free list and reducing still further the duties on the
manufactures of wool, but I assume that my Government is
honest enough to pay her debts, although they are debts of the
most outrageous extravagance. They were not contracted by
our party, but they must be paid.

In fixing the duties in the bill under discussion the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means had to take into consideration the
discharge of the obligations of the Government already con-
tracted. This bill, so far as I am personally concerned, does
not express my views or the views of the constituency I have
the honor of representing, but it was the best we could do in
the face of Republican extravagance in the administration of
the public business [applause on the Democratic side] ; and we
will a little later on in the season, when the tidal wave of gen-
eral prosperity follows the storm of Democratic success in 1912,
attend to their most pampered industrial pets, the Woolen Trust
and the Rubber Trust. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

After the farmers, the industrial toilers, and the masses of

the people, who have so long endured your burden, get through 1

with your crowd in the next election, a Republican in fthis
House will look as lonesome as a martin on a fodder pole.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Alr. Chairman, we will find in the next campaign the farmers
and the industrial toilers and the masses in a different frame
of mind from that in which we have ever met them. They
have been reading and thinking for years. They are now
ready to express themselves by voting an untrammeled ballot.
They are no longer pleading with their Representatives to
reflect their will in the legislation for the country; they de-
mand that you do so. While the farmer and the masses of the
people are willing to pay a just tax to raise revenue with
which to run the Government economically administered, they
are sick and tired of contributing their hard-earned money to
enrich the few who are protected under Republican rule, and
who do not contribute their just share to the burden,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again
expired.

!\Ir. HOWARD. Will the gentleman from Alabama yield me
about three minutes?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes
more to the gentleman.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I have the honor of repre-
genting the capital district of the Empire State of the Souih.
One of the most progressive cities in the United States is situ-
ated In this district—the city of Atlanta. My constituents have
millions of dollars invested in manufacturing enterprises; we
have d great army of ambitious, honest, industrious, law-abiding
and God-fearing, American-born, American-raised, industrial
wage earners. They are surrounded by southern environments
conducive to patriotic impulses. They love thelr country, they
love their flag, and cbey the law of the land. In the seven
rural counties of my district you will find upon the farms as
intelligent, as Industrious, and as refined farmers as will be
found in any portion of this great Nation.

Since the convening of this session of Congress I have not
received a single line from one of my 290,000 constituents ask-
ing me to vote for protection on anything.

My people, God bless them, are patriotic enough, honest
enough, and just enough not to ask me to commit a wrong
against one citizen for the benefit of another.

Mr, Chairman, my people, my glorious Southland, asks not for
protection. With her great cotton erop she adds $1,000,000,000
annually to the wealth of the country. She brings back from
across the seas $600,000,000 every year in glittering gold, giv-
ing to this country the balance of trade in her favor.

She is growing greater and greater each year in spite of the
Republican protective-tariff laws. She grows without any aid
from the General Government, She is prosperous, althongh
shie contributes her millions annually to the North and the
Northwest for the payment of Federal pensions.

My people are not here, Mr. Chairman, asking for speclal
privileges and favors at the hand of this Government.

All my people ask is that they be given justice, that they be
not diseriminated against, and that the markets of the world
be thrown wide open that they may advantageously market
their unlimited resources. Then, Mr. Chairman, will this coun-
try, which God has blessed so bountifully, “blossom like a
rose.” [Loud applause.]

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, T yield one hour to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Moozg].

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, in explaining
the Democratic caucus reason for reducing the duties upon
wool and woolen manufactures the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. Usperwoop] made special reference to a “depleted and
depleting Treasury” and charged it to the operations of the
Payne tariff law. From the prompt disclaimer of the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Payne] and the addresses of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MANN] and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzein] it wounld appear that instead
of a deficit, as predicted by the gentleman from Alabama,
the Payne tariff law already guarantees to the Treasury for
the current fiscal year a very substantial surplus. It is not
wholly inappropriate, however, fo concede to the gentleman
from Alabama the correctness of one part of his statement,
which is that, with regard fo certain commodities, imports
have been falling off, and to this extent the revenue of
the country has been affected. This refers particularly to im-
portations of raw wool, which decreased 50 per cent during
Mareh, 1911, as compared with March, 1910: so that for what-
ever this implies the agitation of the tariff and the fear of
Democratic revision is responsible, Not for many years has
there been such stagnation in the woolen business as there is
at the present time, and throughout the frade there is a feeling
of uncertainty and apprehension such as has not been known
gince the deplorable period of the Wilson-Gorman tariff bill.
If the Democratic Party can derive any satisfaction out of this
condition of affairs, or by reason of a loss of revenue resulting
therefrom, they are welcome to it.

REPUBLICAN POLICY IS TO BUILD UP.

The policy of the Republican Party, as I understand it, has
always been to build up and eucourage industries and to keep
the wheels turning so that both capital and labor may be
profitably employed. It certainly can not be charged that the
Republican Party has ever stood for the development of foreign
industries and the production of manufactures abroad in order
that deficiencies in revenues might be covered at the enstom-
houses of the United States, which, in the present instance, is
exactly what the Democratic Party, through the spokesman of
its eaucus, proposes to do.

It is not my purpose to attempt to untagle the Intricacles of
the wool problem. It has been treated scientifically in numer-
ous tariff bills since the foundation of the country, and it has
been written to death by theorists and scholars, who have been
the bane and the butt of the practical business men and wage
earners who have been actually employed in production, in
manufacture, and in distribution. The usual process of rea-
soniug as between the producer and the consumer, as if in the
last analysis they were not substantially one and the same per-
son, has been indulged in until the public mind has become tired
and confused. L

COMPLAINANTS MAKE COXFUSION.

I know of no better way to illustrate this than to cite the wit-
nesses who appeared before the Ways and Means Committee
prior to the enactment of the Payne tariff, and who stood for
almost every proposition that anybody wanted. Witness the
almost humorous dialogue between members of the committes
and Mr. Edward Moir, of Marcellus, N. Y., who, speakingz for
the Association of Carded Wool Manufacturers in opposition

I
|
|




1911. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE,.

2049

to the Dingley law and differing from Mr. Frederick Swindells,
of Rockville, Conn., one of his own committee, ag to whether
ad valorem or specific duties would be best for all interests,
elucidated as follows:

The CHAIRMAN, Mr, Moir, take the present duty of 11 cents on the
first class and 12 cents on the second ; what would be the equivalent ad
valorem to that, in your ju ent ?

Mtn Moir. No man can tell unless you give him the shrink of the
wool.

The CHAIRMAN. On the kind of wool that is imported under that
provision to-day?

Mr. Mo, It Is impossible to answer that Intelligently, Mr. Chair-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. Bo you do not know whether 50 per cent would ralse
the duty or lower it on the wool?

Mr. HiLt, We have got It right here in our imports.

Mr. Crare. How much is this wool worth without any tariff?

Mr. Moir. Which wool do you mean?

Mr, CraEg. The kind you use.

Mr. Moimr. We use so many kinds.

Mr. Crieg. Take one kind. What kind of goods do rytm make?

Mr. Moir. We make from a reasonably fine piece of goods down to
low-grade goods.

Mr. CLARK. It scems to me that you ought to be able to give an
answer to the chairman’s question, and to tell him how much this 11
cents and 12 cents a pound would make, ad valorem, on wool. It is
a :fmtter of arithmetical calculation if you kmow how much the wool
costs.

Mr. Morr. If you would just give me the kind of wool, I would have
to know the shrinkage, and then I could tell you.

Mr. CLARE. If you can not tell, that is the end of that part of It.

Mr. Mo, I say, it is one of those puzzling questions that no man
t‘gll_ii al\‘uswer intelligently unless he knows the Kind of wool and the
shrink.

Mr. CLARK. It seems to me that the situation is just about this:
Whenever we get to a place where we want any Information, we can
not get it.

£ ] - L] - - L L

Mr. Crarg. What compensatory duty do you say you ought to have?

Mr. Moir., A duty equivalent to the average, ascertained by experts,
on 4 40 cent per pound plece of , shown to be there.

Mr. Crarg. Well, 1 do not uaderstand that. [Laughter.] I want to
ask you one gquestion and then I will let you alone, so far as 1 am con-
cerned. You say it Is feasible to have an ad valorem duty?

Mr. MoIe. Ent[rchy 80,

Mr. CLarg., Would you base it on the foreign invoice value or on the
value in New York or Boston or wherever it comes in?

Mr. Moir. I would base it on the foreign value.

CONFUSION WORSE CONFOUNDED.

A little further on the witness elaborated more fully, as
follows:

Mr. Bovrern, If you can tell—of course, if you ean not tell us, just
eay so—if you can tell, will you tell the quality of cloth which consti-
tutes, on the average, year by fcar, the bulk of your output?

Mr. Momg. We call it a medlum.

Mr. BoursLn, What wounld that sell for?

Mr. Mors. That would be made out of what we call a medium wool.

Mr. BouTeLL. I will take another start: What kind of wool goes into
the bulk of the goods that you make?

Mr. Moir. We use half-blood and three-eighths. It 1s ETOwn in New
York, Virginia, Kentucky, and pretty much all over the United States;
wherever we can buy it the cheapest,

Mr. LoseworTH. How much do you pay for it now?

Mr. Momr. Which kind?

Mr. LoxaworTH. The kind that you make vour goods of.

Mr. Moie. Well, you understand that it varies very much in shrink-
age; consequently it varies very much in price. e are using some
wool—I have got a sample here now——

Mr. LoxewoRrTH. You say you go out and buy it where you ean get
it the cheapest. What do you pay for it? That is a simple 3uestlon.

Mr. Moig. The last wool we bought, fleece wool, we pald 25 cents
for, unwashed.

Mr. LoxcworTH. Now go ahead.

Mr, BouTeELL, Well, you are helping out.

Mr. LoNcworTH. Twenty-five cents is the basis.

Mr. BorvTELL. 1 wanted to get, Mr. Moir, an actual illusiration of
the kind of wool that is in a certain kind of cloth, and I thought I
was asking some very simple questions. Either I am unable to make
you understand, however, or you are unable or unwilling to answer my

guestions.
Mr. More. I am not unwilling.
. = - L L] * L]

Mr. BoUTELL. In other words, then, you made that out of a mix-
ture of wool? Y

Mr. Moir. Yes; about four different kinds.

Mr. BouTeLL. Four different kinds of wool were used in making
that cloth? .

Mr, Moig. Yes; maybe five. ;

M]r:? BOUTELL. Do you make any Kkind of cloth out. of one kind of
W00

Mr. Momr. Bometimes.

Mr. BouTErLL. How often?

Mr. Moin. Not very often.

HOW WOOLS ARE * BLENDED,”

Mr. BouTerr. You could mot say that you had recently made a
plece of cloth out of one kind of wool
Mr. Moir. 1 do not belleve I ecould. I will explain that by sayin
this: We are buying in lots of woeol from 5,000 pounds up to 100.005
pounds. We buy them in all markets, and they have got to be brought
together and put up in a pile and blended up. It is not so difficult
whﬁn ynou know nyhout it EhtRk th . 5 -
r. BouTeLL. You say you ere may have ve kinds of
wool In that ecloth?
A Bovrsir, Conld the prices of
r. BoureLL. Could you give me the prices of the five kinds? Youn
gaid from 356 to 64 cents. That accounts for two. Glve me the pric%s
of the other three,
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Mr. Morr. Oh, well, I conld not give you just the exact prices un-
less I were home. Then 1 ecould give them to you.

Mr. BouTeLL. In other words, then, we can not get from you an
actual lustration of what you pald for the raw wool that went into
any particular kind of cloth that you ean identify, so that we can ask
the simple question what ad valorem duty you ink would be fair on
that cloth so identified, provided we put a 50 per cent duty on that
wool g0 identified? You are unable to give any actual figures that
would lliustrate that simple problem.

Then there were questions by members of the committee and
answers too lengthy to submit in the Recorp, indicating that
there was great difficulty on the part of the committee in as-
certaining just exactly what Mr. Moir's views were, although
he represented certain carded-wool interests that were, per-
haps, the chief opponents of Schedule K, which has been the
subject of so much discussion on this floor. That part of
Mr. Moir’s statement which pertained to the ad valorem duties
he advocated I deem worthy of reproduction. It shows how
:hem;y ”t it was for the Ways and Means Committee to get at

e facts:

INFORMATION ON AD VALOREMS.

The CHAIRMAN, Mr. Moir, the equivalent ad valorem of the present
rate of duty on wool averages about 45 per cent?

Mr. Moir. So the statistics show—that is about what they pay.

The CHAIRMAN. The statistics show that; about 45 per cent?

Mr. Momr. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. It may be a trifie over that, or it may be a trifle
under that on one class or the other?

Mr, Moir. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Suppose you had an ad valorem duty of 45 per
cent on wool, what is the lowest rate of duty that you would have to
have on your goods, the goods that you make, to protect your industry?

Mr. Moie. Do you mean to figure a compensatory duty?

The CHAIRMAN. I mean the whole duty. What percentage would
you have to have on your cloth, compensatory and otherwise, to pro-
tect your labor, and so forth?

Mr, Moir. On a 50 per cent basis?

The CrArrMax, I said 45, but you may take it at 50 or any other
figure you please and tell me what it is, and tell me the result.

Mr. Moir. How long will you give me to figure it?

The CHAIRMAN. Have you not ever figured that out?

Mr, Moir. Not on the basis of 45 per cent. I have figured it on 50,

The CHAiRMAN. Tell us on the basis of 50, then. You need not
fizure It at all in that ease.

Mr. Moik (after examining papers). On the basis of 40 cents a
pound :t would figure somewhere in the neighborhood of about 87

r cent.
lyeTI:le CHAIRMAN, Forty cents a pound, or 40 per cent duty?

Mr. Morr, Yes; not 40 per cent.

The CHAIRMAN. I am tn.tking about an ad valorem duty on the wool
now.

AMr. Moir. Of 45 per cent?

The CHAIRMAN, Of 50 per cent. You sald you could tell me. You
get off onto pounds.

Mr. Moig. Yes: figured on 40 cents a ?pouud, about 80 per cent.

The CHAIRMAN. Forty cents a pound

Mr. Moz, Yes.

The CHATRMAN. I said on the basis of 50 per cent ad valorem on
wool; or you did, and I accepted your figures. With a straight ad
valorem of 50 per cent on wool, what percen of ad valorem duty
would you have to have on your cloths in order to protect you and pay
a compensatory duty on the wool?

Mr, Moir. Somewhere about 80 to 90 per cent.

The CHAIRMAN, Have you ever figured that?

Mr. Moie. Well, roughly.

The CHAIRMAN. Are you satisfied that 75 per cent would do it?

Mr, Moix. T am not quite satisfied.

The CHAIRMAN. Are yon satisfled that 80 per cent would do it?

Mr. Mom. I think somewhere in that nci%hborhood. Understand,
Mr. Chairman, it 18 not ibat I do not want to give information, but
you understand that we never have gone in ana figured up these things.
We are entirely at sea as to what compensatory duty or what ad
valorem duty

The CHAIRMAN, Yet you come here recommendinf an ad valorem duty
on the wool, and you have not figured up at all to see what the ad
valorem would have to be on the cloth?

Mr. Moik. Bomewhere about 80 per cent, on a 40-cent basls.

The CHAIRMAX. On the yarn what would the ad valorem have to be,
with 50 per cent on the wool?

Mr. Momk. It would be less than on the cloth.

i 'l;hlel?? CHAIRMAN, Yes; I should say so. How much less? What would

Mr. Moig. The making of the yarn is about one-half of the cost—
pretty nearly—In some cases one-half of the cost of the making of

the goods.

The Crareman, Then it would be 65 per cent?

Mr. Morr. Somewhere about 60 or 65.

The CHAIRMAN. Bixty or sixty-five; is that right?

Mr. Moir, SBomewhere about that, I shonld think, speaking offhand,
because 1 have rot figured it out.

EVIDENTLY NOT SATISFIED.

Even at the expense of tiring the House, I have made this
Jengthy extract from Mr. Moir's testimony, because he was, in
1908, and is still, so far as an increasing tendeney to ecircularize
this Congress is concerned, perhaps the leading opponent of
Schedule K., And yet the introduction of these pages of Mr.
Moir's remarkably lucid statement may be considered timely in
view of Mr. Moir's opinion of the Underwood wool schedule, as
reported by the Daily Trade Record of New York, in its issue
of June 7. Mr. Moir, who wanted to destroy Schedule K, does
not seem to be enamored of the Underwood bill, as this extract
shows.
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* XOT BNOUGH PROTECTION IN UNDBRWOODBILL,”!'SBAYS EDWARD MOIR.

In reply .to the guestion, From 'the wool, ‘woolen, and worsted mill
viewpoint, would the TUnderwood tariff bill :gtve ‘enough protection to
retain ‘American domestic 'markets? 'Edward Moir, p ent of “the
Crown Aills, Marcellus, N. Y., and president of the Carded Woolen Manu-
Tacturers' Association, said: “I would simply say no.”

It would thus appear that if Mr. Moir has ‘been fu
material for recent assaults dpon the worsted industry, he is
not entirely satisfied with the foundling ‘the gentleman from
Alabama has laid upon his doorstep. :

A BTATEMENT FROM THE OTHER SIDR.

At this point, and in view of the attack made upon the Ameri-
can Woolen 'Co. by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. MURDoOK],
and purely in the interest of fair play, I quote from an address
of Willinm M. Wood, president of the Ameriean Woolen Co., in
Wasliington ‘in February last:

I claim that the contentions which the Carded Woolen Association
makes are absolutely groundless. I claim that its representatives have
started upon wrong premises in ‘the argument, and therefore have
reached wrong conclusions. Speaking both as the largest carded
woolen manufacturer in America, and I think in ‘the world, and as a
worsted manufacturer of the same comparative size, there is absolutely
no discrimination whatever against the earded woolen interest in the
wool and woolen schedule, as compared with the worsted manufacturing
interest. If it could be said that there was any discrimination at all
between ‘the two industries, the carded woolen manufacturer is really
being favored. He can ngcrt any and all wools that the worsted
manufacturer can import and the worsted manufacturer can import an
and all wools that the earded woolen manufacturer can 4mport. Bo
svould like to bring in heavy-shrinkage wools, from which they are de-
barred, but the woolgrowers of the West consider that unfair. I say
this subject to being wrong—that this group of carded woolen men are
not in the general sense users of wool to any great extent, Their raw
material consists mostly of shoddy, made from rags, old and new, and
from wasles and the by-products of worsted mills. Some of them use
dleece wool; it would be interesting to know how much they use, and
I think it would be found surprisingly small.

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN WORSTEDS AND WOOLENS.

“Worsted manufacturers can use only straight fleece wools from ‘the
sheep's back, and can not and do not unse wastes, shoddies, or adul-
terants of any kind whatever. Worsted goods are made from straight,
¢lean, pure wool, without manipulation of any kind. When I am bny-
ing wools in Eondon or in Melbourne, on account of the specific duty
I naturally seek for the light-shr e wools, Any carded woolen
manufacturer has the same privilege. e uses his wool closer and does
not have to figure the question of nolls, which are the short combings
from the fleece and which the worsted manufacturer can not use. For
these noils or short wool he pays the full price, as though it were long
fleece wool suitable for his use. He Is obliged to sell it at a loss‘from
that price of 33 to 50 per cent, more-or less. The carded woolen manu-
facturer can use that product, but not altogether, -and in the case of
the Ameriean Woolen Co., we offer for sale In the open market these
very noils and waste products of our mills, and so do all the other
manufacturers, and very often they become a glut in the market—all
to the advantage of the carded woolen manufacturer and to the loss
of the worsted manufacturer. 1 can not for the'life of me see why the
few di tled men who form that Carded Woolen Assoclation have
any right to make c&u{g!s.!ut:t.'andtthe tabtét thrat t?;gd are ?g_n small ua
minority, compared e great number of ca W00 manu-
fncturgs of the country who do not agree with them, is conclusive evi-
dence that they are In the wrong.

"INJUSTICE TO ALL INTERESTS.

Having 'thus introduced 'the elements which are supposed to
be fighting each other in the woolen business, I shall attempt to
tell why I 'believe a great injustice will be done all interests by
the passage .of this bill. In the first place, it is in no sense a
protective measure and has been so declared by the gentleman
from Alabama, It is intended solely ‘for revenue purposes,
without regard to the welfare of American manufacturers and
workingmen, whether they operate under the banner of the
carded-wool man or of the maker of worsteds. Neither does it
give consideration tothe rights of the American woolgrower,
for whom there must be protection if he is to continue to raise
sheep in competition with Australia and other countries more
favorably disposed as to .climate. I do mot attempt to speak
for the woolgrower, because I hail from a manufacturing cen-
ter, but my republicanism was of such a consistency as to make
me stand with the farmer and woolgrower against Canadian
reciprocity, and no tit-for-tat pelicy has permitted me to waver
on any subsequent proposition leading to plecemeal and inef-
fective free trade. And right here I want to say—and I do not
have the authority of any manufacturer for the statement—
that the duty of 11 cents a pound on unwashed wool, leading up
to 33 cents a pound on scoured wool, is solely in the interest of
the American farmer and woolgrower to protect him against
the increased expense to which he is subjected by foreign compe-
titlon and the rigors of winter.

Mr., DONOHOE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOORRE of Pennsylvania. T shall be very glad to yield.

Mr. DONOHOE. How will cheap ‘wool injure the textile in-
‘dustry of Philadelphia, which district you and I in part repre-
sent?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I am going to cover that a lit-
fle later on in my address, and, if the gentleman will be content,
I think I can.reach it in the regular way, and so save the time
of the House.

Mr. DONOHOE. I will be pleased if the gentleman will

do =o.
"WOULD PLAY FAIR WITH EANSAS,

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. 'It -also encourages domestic
manufacture and the employment of labor in the United States.
[Applause.] It was suggested on this floor by the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. Muspock] that an attempt wounld be made to
remove the doty upon worsted cloth, .for no.other purpose ap-
parently than to “hit"” the Ameriean manufacturer, notwith-
standing the fact that the manufacturer is net directly bene-
fited by the duty imposed upon raw wool. In other words, the
manufacturer whom the gentleman from Kansas wants to strike
does .not receive a single cent’s worth of protection wntil the
farmer is first cared for on unwashed wool at 11 cents a pound
and to the extent of 33 cents upon a pound of scoured wool. I
am-aware of the inflammatory newspaper.and magazine articles
that may arouse the people who send the gentleman from Kan-
sas to this House, but I am proud as an eastern Republican to
be able to say that I would vote against a reduction of the duty
upon raw wool, which protects the farmer who raises sheep in
Kansas, just as promptly as I'would vote against the proposed
amendment to make the man who purchases the wool compete
with forelgn prices and foreign wages. [Applause on -the
Republican side.]

OBJTECT TO DISPLACEMENT OF AMERICAN WOOL.

With no expert knowledge upon this subject, and looking at
it chiefly from rthe view péint of the -suceess and development
of the industry in the United States, T want to state my under-
standing of this controversy. ILet us begin with raw wool
itself. It would only confuse the argument to attempt to specify
the various-grades of wool, or to enumerate the countries from
which they come.

According to the Statistical Abstract the American produe-
tion of washed and unwashed wool in 1909 was 328110,749
pounds, of a value of more than $88,000,000. Foreign wool
was imported in excess of 266,000,000 pounds. 1t was that
foreign wool and the manufactures thereof, coming into.com-
petition with domestic wool of larger volume, so far:as the
American markets were concerned, 'that raised:approximately
forty millions of revenue for the Government, and:that revenue
the Democratic Party now proposes to retain, not by import-
ing 260,000,000 pounds of wool at existing rates of duty, but by
displacing so much of the American production as will by 'the
admission of more foreign weol make up the difference between
the ‘protective duties of the Payne bill and the so-called reve-
nue duties of the Underwood bill

FARMER'S PROTECTION GUARANTEED.

Now, where do we stand? 'The Underwood bill ‘proposes to
hit both the manufacturer and the farmer, and the gentleman
from Kansas proposes to hif the manufacturer. It is evident
that the market of the American woolgrower 'is ‘with ‘the
American manufacturer. It is also ra fact that before the
American manufacturer starts business he agrees that the
farmer shall have protection to the extent of 11 cents a pound
on raw wool of a certain grade and more or less in other grades.
The position of the farmer is exaetly that of the' taxi-cab man
who assumes that the passenger 'is prepared to spend at least
30 cents, and adjusts the register for that amount before he
turns a wheel. Under the existing Iaw the farmer is secured
against competition from abroad and 'is guaranteed 'protec-
tion before a pound of his material is woven into a fabrie.

The Underwood bill proposes to tdke away that guarantee, to
remove that protection, and put the American farmer at the
mercy of the foreign producer, except as he may be protected by
the Democratic revenue duty of 20 per cent on the value of im-
ported wool. I have a notion that/the man on-the farm will not
support this proposition any more than the workman in the
mills will support it when he thoroughly understands the effect
of it. For bear in mind, enough wool and woelen manufactures
must be brought into this country to raise $40,000,000 of reve-
nue at the eustomhouse and to that extent. displace Ameriean
wool, or the Underwood Democratic revenue tariff must be a
complete failure. 1t will be too costly an experiment for Repub-
licans or near Republicans to indulge in, preceding the presi-
dential eampaign of 1912,

WHY WOOL HAS GOXE DOWXN.

We are told that the price of American wool has been:going
down since this agitation began. I.am in a position to state
that the aetivities.of worsted and woolen mills, as well as of
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" other textile industries, have fallen off markedly as the result

of the apprehension that this Democratic tariff tinkering will
continue. Salesmen are not bringing in their usual orders and
manufacturers are taking no chances while the present uncer-
tainty prevails. They are in no position to buy wool far ahead,
and this in a measure accounts for the reduction in the price of
wool. Moreover, many mills have closed down for want of
orders, and many others, in order not to close down, are running
short-handed or on reduced time. Only a few days ago the
Southwark Mills Co., an establishment employing about 2,000
hands, was forced out of business, and its machinery and sur-
plus stock have since been for sale. I do not know whether the
Republican who finds fault with Schedule K knows what it
means to:2,000 people, with families dependent upon them, to be
suddenly thrown out of employment in a large city, but to us it
is a very serious matter. And here is a single instance amongst
many which tend to show the dire and far-reaching effects of a
change in the tariff system under which we have been able to
buy American wool and make American woolens.
REVENUE-GETTING V. LABOR.

Numerous inquiries addressed by me to spokesmen upon the
other side with regard to the harmful influence of a revenue
tariff upon American labor have failed to provoke that interest
in the laboring man which, in my judgment, should be the first
consideration of statesmen. The Democratic viewpoint has been
one of revenue only, and the labor question apparently has had
little or no consideration in the make-up of this bill. In fact,
it is amazing to what extent this basic problem is ignored by
the Democratic caucus and those who have made their attack
upon Schedule K. Here is an extract from a letter written by
Mr. John Burt, president of the Southwark Mills, to which I
have already referred, atiributing the failure of the company
to the after effects of the panic of 1907 and the “ unwarranted
tariff agitation of 1910.” Mr. Burt says:

Our concern employed over 2,000 people. Tariff agitation or the
l:nrobablllt of it was one of the main causes for us to liguidate. There
s no justice in the attack on Schedule K. I was in Europe last fall
studying In detail the textile industry and went through a number of
large plants. The main advantage they have is that all kinds of labor
can be had at 60 per cent less cost than we can obtain labor for in the
United States,

Mr. Burt, whose whole life has been devoted to the manu-
facture of fine woolen and worsted goods, referring to keen
competition in the trade, adds:

There is no such thing in America as a woolen trust; but the truth
would mbah{‘i be revealed If you were to investigate the cost of the
finished suit that goes to the consumer through the -big, expensive de-
partment stores that control by advertisements the American press.

CANADIANS EXTECT CHEAFPER MACHINERY.

With further reference fo the Southwark Mills, it may be in-
teresting, although harking back to the reciprocity discussion,
to quote from a letter written by a Canadian woolen and
worsted goods manufacturer to one of his Philadelphia corre-
spondents. He was one of several Canadian buyers interested
in the sale of the Southwark Mills machinery. This is what he
said:

The matter of the SBouthwark Mills we took Into consideration and
had their catalogue before us, and at one time thought of sending a
couple of men down to look at some of their machinery. We eventually
concluded, however, not to do so, as we felt that we would not increase
the worsted end of the business just at present. Moreover, with the
likellhood of the reduction in the wool tariff in the United States, we
fancy there will be many worsted and wool companies put out of busi-
ness in the next year or so, during which time, if necessary, we will
be able to pick up such machines as we may require.

At this time I lay before the House a list, forwarded under
date of May 1, 1011, of mills, including the Southwark Mills Co.,
that have discontinued business in the Philadelphia district since
the tariff agitation has been renewed:

Woolen and sworsted mills in Philadelphia disirict that are reported to
have discontinued business within the past few months.

Mills. | Looms. | Combs. | Cards.

b

1

1

1

1

1

é

Chester Worsted Co.. 1
David G. Orme...... 1
Penn Worsted Co.. 1
Bix MillsCo............. & i 1
May Manufacturing Co.l...ecueensanceacness 1
4 e 18

1 Also shut down, but have not as ya\i decided definitely to discontinue,

WHY MILLS BHUT DOWN.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman—

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield to the gentleman from New York?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I do. .

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Does mnot the gentleman
know that textile mills generally close down for a portion of
each year, and this is the time of the year when it is cus-
tomary for them to close down, either wholly or partly, and it
has practically nothing to do with the so-called tariff agitation?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania, Many mills do close down, but
the list of mills that I refer to have closed down because it
does not pay them to go on and for the reason that there is
no demand for the goods they make.

Mr. DONOHOE. Does not the gentleman know that the tex-
tile industry, especially in Philadelphia, has been very dull for
the last three years?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Is that the gentleman’s judg-
ment and information?

Mr. DONOHOE. It is the information of the textile manu-
facturers of Kensington.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. And the workingmen as well?

Mr. DONOHOE. Yes.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman—

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FowrEr] ?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania, I yield to the gentleman from
Illinois.

Mr. DONOHOE. What was the gentleman's answer to my
guestion?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I was about to answer it by
reading from my manuseript, but I will say to the gentleman
he is correct as to depression in the textile industry in Phila-
delphia at the present time; a great many workingmen are out
of employment at the present time.

TARIFF AGITATION ALWAYS DISTURES.

Mr. DONOHOE. And there has been this depression for
three years?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. There may have been lack of
employment for three years—there was in the hosiery business
particularly—but during the last six months there has been a
great deal more depression than at any time in the last three

ears,
’ Mr. DONOHOE. I have a number of letters saying that
business has been bad for the last three years.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman confirms my
statement. Business has been dull, mills closed down, and the
tariff agitation has disturbed business. Tariff agitation began
about three years ago.

Mr. MANN. I will say to the gentleman that I have had a
number of letters lately from woolen manufacturers and woolen
dealers and clothing dealers stating that the trade is so para-
Iyzed it is at a standstill, and I never have had any letters of
that character heretofore.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I say to the gentleman that
the information which is contained in those letters addressed to
him is the information which I get at first hand from both
manufacturers and workingmen in the city of Philadelphin.

Now I will answer the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FowLER].

WHAT DO THE DEMOCRATS MBAXN?

Mr. FOWLER. You have very nearly answered what I de-
sired to inguire, which was, if there was any greater depression
now at this season of the year than there has been in former
years?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. There has not been such
depression in the textile industries as there is to-day since the
days of the Wilson-Gorman tariff, and it could not have been
much worse, I will say to the gentleman, at any period in the
history of the country.

Mr. FOWLER. To what do you attribute this falling off,
then, in your woolen industries?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. To the agitation of the tariff
question, which unsettles business and prevents manufacturers
from going ahead with their business and which prevents mer-
chants from giving them orders for goods.

Mr. FOWLER. Now, I desire to be fair. Is it not gen-
erally understood that there will be no law passed on the
woolen schedule at this session of Congress?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I will say to the gentleman
that we have no right to assume that no law will be passed,
nor have we a right to assume that the Democratic Party was
at all insincere in bringing in this bill, which has disturbed the
industries of the country.
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IS THE UNDERWOOD MEASURE A BLUFF?

Mr. FOWLER. Well, T desire now to be as fair as the
gentleman. Is it not a fact now that it is generally understood
among the manufacturing industries using wool in this country
that there will be no law passed reducing the tariff on wool or
on finished products of wool?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania, May I ask the gentleman,
before I answer his question, whether his understanding of
the Demoecratic policy, as enunciated in this House, is that this
Underwood tariff bill to reduce duties is not expected by the
Democratic Party to pass the Congress of the United States?

Mr. FOWLER. Yes; we do expect it to pass, if we can get
the Republican Senate to vote with us and the Republican Pres-
ident to approve the bill.

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania. Then, I gay to the gentleman,
that I hope the Republican Senate will have a little more com-
mon sense and a little more humanity than to pass it, and that

_ the Republienn President will be wise enough not to permit a
bill of this kind to go through.

Mr. FOWLER. Is it not a fact that the woolen industries
of this country do undersiand that there will not be any legisia-
tion redueing the woolen schedule or the duties on the finished
products of wool?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. So far as I know, there is a
deep-seated fear and apprehension on the part of the woolen
mannfacturers throughout the country that the tariff will be
disturbed, since the Democratic Party has pledged itself to re-
duce the tariff, and particularly Schedule K. The Democratic
Party is now in centrol in this House and has the power to
put this legislation forward if it sees fit to do so.

3 I;Ir. FOWLER. We can pass this bill through the House
only. .

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I would not for a minute
attribute to the distinguished gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Uxpeewoon] and to the distinguished Speaker of this House,
who is one of the leaders of his party, any such insincerity as
the language of the gentleman from Illinols would imply. I
prefer to take those distinguished gentlemen at their word.
They have the power here, and they have enunciated their
policy, and I understand they propose to fight it out along the
line they have indicated until they get control of the other
branch of Congress.

THE MEAXING OF APPFREHENSION.
Mr. FOWLER. The trouble is that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania has not answered my question. [Laughter.]
Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I have fried to answer the
question of the gentleman, If he does not understand me, I am
Yery Sorry.
Mr. FOWLER. I ecan not see how the business of the coun-
try will be disturbed when there is no such situation existing as
ecan disturb it.
AMr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Would it disturb the gentle-
man, may I ask, if, occupying, as he does, a very happy home in
the State of Illinois, a messenger were to come to him an-
nouncing that somebody proposed to put a ean of dynamite
under his house some time within the next year?
Mr. FOWLER. If I knew he could not do it, I would sleep
as sound as I ever did.
Myr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I think the gentleman would
have the feeling that most business men now have, when there
is a determined purpose on the part of the Democratic Party fo
put inty effect ifs theories, and thus interfere with the normal
prosperity of the business of the country. This apprehension,
as T am advised, has already caused a liquidation in the ool
and woolen industry to the extent of $150,000,000.
Mr. FOWLER. Will the gentleman be honest enough now
to say that he expects the bill will not pass the Senate? And
if it will not pass the Senate, how can there be any danger
frony it?
AMr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I can not say whether it will
pass the Senate, but T can say to the gentleman, on my honor,
that T will do everything I can, everything in my power, to pre-
vent it and to stop it
* Mr. MANN. I think the gentleman from Pennsylvania does
not quite understand my colleague from Illincis. My colleague
is endeavoring to inform the gentleman from Pennsylvania
that what le, the gentleman from Illinois, is about to do will
not be very bad, beeause It will not be accomplished; that
while he, with his party, is doing his best to ruin the country,
the country knows he can not do if, and hence what he is seek-
ing to do will not do any harm.
STILL A QUESTION OF INTENT.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. That may be the gentleman’s
meaning, but I have no desire to so interpret it. I have wanted
to give him full credit for sincerity in advocating the enact-

ment of this bill, and give his party full credit for sincerity in
introducing it. I assume that the leaders of his party were sin-
cere and honest when they made the announcement here that
they proposed to fight it out along this line if it took all
summer.

Mr. FOWLER. But the gentleman still does not answer
my question at all. [Laughter.] If the gentleman still says
that he does not expect it to pass the Republican Senate, then
IS ;'tillq ask him how he can expeet it to disturb business in his

e?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. It has already disturbed busi-
ness. I advise the gentleman that with such able generals as
his party has on the firing line here I do not take anything for
granted in regard to tariff legisintion.

Mr. FOWLER. I desire to thank my collengue from Illinois
for absolving my conscience,

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Let me say to the gentleman
that if his colleague from Illinois on this side has absolved
the gentleman’s conscience, still that can of dynamite that I
referred to might disturb the gentleman in the futore. I do
not want to believe he puts his trust in the Senate.

My, MANN. I propese to have something to say to the gen-
tleman from Illinois a little later on another matter.

HAXDS UNEMPLOYED—BUSINESS MEN CAUTIOUS.

Mr. MOORE of ‘Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, thés discus-’
sion is very interesting, but my time is passing.

I am informed that at least 5,000 hauds have been deprived
of their employment by resson of the Philadelphia shnt-
downs, and that there are probably ten or fifteen thousand
mill hands in the same district who are working half time
because there is no demand for the preduet of the mills, If
this eondition, whieh is special to Philadelphia and vicinity,
holds throughout the country, it can very readily be seen what
the result will be if the present uncertainty with regard to
tariff legislation is not relieved. It would also seem to justify
the prediction of our Canadian correspondent that woolen and
worsted machinery in American mills may be had at less cost
under Democratic conditions than it would bring now. This
is what happened during the Wilson-Gorman tariff period, and
it is not to be wondered at that business men and manufac-
turers are ecautious as to future business ventures.

FARMER AND WORKER BOTH HIT.

Now, Mr. Chairman, why does this go-called Underwood bill
cause apprehension in the business world?

In the first place, it takes away the farmer's protection on
wool and proposes to open up the Ameriean market, which is
the best in the world, to the foreign woolgrower. Thus, in
order to raise revenue the Democratic Party preposes to sacri-
fice the Ameriean woolgrower by displacing his product in faver
of wopl from Australin and other countries. It denies the
farmer the protection that has been given him by the Repub-
lican Party.

And then, for the sake of raising revenue only, it denies to
the American woolsorter, whether employer or employee, the
protection the Republican Party has hitherfo accorded him
against the cheaper overhead charges and wage conditions pre-
vailing in Europe. Regardless of the overhead charges or manu-
facturer's profit, the wages paid to woolsorters is as $12.50 to
$15.50 in the United States to $3.75 in Germany, $4.60 in Italy,
$6.40 in France, and $7.30 per week in England. Here are
two comparative scales showing the wage standards set in the
United States and foreign countries. The first is taken from
the statement of Mr. W. A. Graham Clark, a special agent of
the Department of Commerce and Labor, who was sent to
Hurope especially to obtain this kind of information. (See
page 5709, Ways and Means Committee Hearings, 1908-9) :

In regard to wages, from Infogmation gathered In Italy, France, Ing-
land, and the United BStates, have figured up the comparison as

follows :

Italy. | France. |Engiand.| Saited
BOTLOB. . o i iisaenenneessnnepinanaasr £1.60 $6.40 §7.%0 $12.5
Washers o dYerS . coceuieveaeccaianaanans 3.00 425 5.00 7.00
[ L T P S e S 2.30 4.00 3.90 6.00
Gill boxes. _..... 2.30 3.70 3.00 .00
Comb minders. 2.30 3.70 3,00 6.00
Boss spinner . 7.00 9.25 12.00 18.00
Mule spinner.... 5.80 6.20 7.30 9,50
Ring spinner...... 2,30 4.00 3.00 6.00
WeAPErS. .. aeyieinpaamas 3.00 4,00 4,00 9.00
Fullers and pressers...e....----- 3.50 4.25 6.00 7.00

ANOTHER WAGE COMPARISON.

The next comparative scale I desire to introduce at this time
is supplied by the letter of Thomas H. Ball, of Philadelphia,
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to Chairman Payne (pp. 5766-5767, same tariff hearings), as
follows:

Deir Sie: As argument ngainst any lower revision of Bchedule K
of the Dingley tariff bill as regards worsted yarns, the writer mr—
resents 350, to 40,000 worsted spindles here and has recently
m?cmgnted and received from England the wages paid for the same
work there for comparison.

Comb minders receive in England $4.30 to $4.75 -%l‘ week, as against
$6.50 to $8.50 in our mills here ; drawers recelve $2.80 to §3 in England,
as against $6.50 to $7 here. DBoys, §2.12 to $2.24 In as a%_atnst
84 fo 35 here. Girls In spinning rooms recelve $2.24 to $2.76 in
England, as against ?rto 7 here.

n regard to the French system of spinning, the writer represents
Jules Desurmont & Sons, Tourcing, France, who have recently estab-
lished a branch at Woonsocket, R. I, and the figures below are the
wages paid by this concern in Woonsocket and in their mill in France.

ﬁ'sges paid here for spinners $16 per week; in France $§6.60 per week.
Plecers pald here $12 r week, in France §$4.50. rawing hands
$£6.50 here, in France $3.25. Twisting, spooling, and reeling $6.50
here, and $3.25 In France.

Being interasted in some mills in Belgium, am in a position to state
with full knowledge that the wages in Belgium on 8 line of work
is on an m-eraﬁf of § per cent cheaper than in Fr and in Germany
on this same line of work the wages rule from 10 to per cent lower
than in France.

As an filustration -of the difference in ces in yarns between here
to-day and France to-day on the French system: 2/28, § grade, is
gelling here for $0.88} ; the same grade in our mills in ce, $0.48;
2/40, 3 blood, selling here at Sl.O?i. and to-day in France for £0.57;
2/50 at $1.20 here, and $0.65 in France. For weaving in England,
weavers recelve $3.75 to $4.24 per week, against $10 to $13 here,
Warp dressers receive $6.50 to $7 in England, as against §15 here.

Fous bk Taos. H. BALL.

I commend these compariscns to the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. Howarp], who spoke a little while ago and who seemed
to think that conditions abroad were equally desirable as those
in the United States.

YWhen we call the attention of our friends on the other side
to these incongruous figures, we are told that the question is
not germane to the revenue problem, or, as in the responsa of
my learned friend from Georgia [Mr. BRANTLEY], that we are
“ getting up a man of straw.”

REPUBLICAN FPROTECTION IS THOROUGH.

Then, again, for the sake of “ revenue only,” the Underwood
bill proposes to put into competition with American operatives
in the scouring departmemnt of the various mills those who do
similar work at one-half the wage in England and one-third the
American wage in Germany, France, Belgium, and other coun-
tries. The Republican Party has hitherto provided against this
difference in the wage account, so that in no one particular
branch of the business has the foreigner got an undue advantage
over his competiter in the United States. To me it is a matter
of small consequence whether the carded-wool manufacturer in
the United States feels that he can not keep up with the im-
proved machinery and facilities of the worsted manufacturer,
s0 long as we are able to give each of them a fair chance in
their respective lines and along the various stages of production
agrinst unfair competition in other ecountries. If wool can be
sorted in England and Germany cheaper than it can be sorted
in the United States, we should put up a barrier covering the
difference in cost of wool sorting at home and abroad. That is
exactly what we did for the farmer when we took care of him
to the extent of 11 cents a pound on raw wool, aggregating 33
cents a pound on scoured wool. We have made the foreign
wool producer meet the barrier at the customhouse and have
compelled him to enter this country on equal terms with the
American preducer.

BARRIERS ERECTED, STEP BY STEP.

And if we did put up the barrier for the benefit of the wool-
grower and then of the wool sorter, what are we to say of
the wool scourer, who can do the work of scouring so much
less in foreign countries than we can do it here? Why, of
course, to be consistent and fair to this separate industry, we
must rear the barrier against him, else the whole scheme of
protection fails. And if the scouring is done cheaper abroad
and protection is needed at the customhouse, then carding,
which is a separate trade, must also have protection; and
combing, which starts the worsted mannfacturer at the parting
of the ways from the woolen manufacturer, must also in all
fairness have his protection. Spinning can be done cheaper
abroad than it can be done here, and so we require a special
rate of duty for foreign-made yarns. If it were otherwise, we
would surely permit the extinction of vast industries in the
TUnited States and flood this market with foreign products. In
actual practice the Republican Party has protected, step by
step, every interest associated with the wool business from the
shearing of the sheep to the finishing of the cloth. We can not
withdraw any one step of protection along the whole line of
associated industries in the wool and woolen business without
endangering them all. [Applause.]

PRACTICE V. THEORIES.

And when I spenk of Republican “ practice™ or * perform-
ance " I want to differentiate between the theories that we hear
g0 much about upon the other side, theories from men who
know nothing of the conditions that prevail in great industrial
centers; theories of those who live in the past and amongst
their books, and who get their ideas from philosophers who
know not how to earn their bread and butter, nor realize
gjhe necessity of the daily wage to the man who lives in the

ty.

I say “ practice,” because the Republican Party has gone on
step by step to protect the interests of the people of this
country, regardless of fine-spun theories that lead on fo a remote
millenninm. And while the Underwood bill, framed solely for
the purpose of raising revenue, strikes down every one of the
branches of industry involving the employment of labor in the
manufacture of woolens, it is worthy of more than passing com-
ment that the highest rate of duty provided in the bill has been
placed against foreign importations of blankets and flannels,
women’s and children’s dress goods, and ready-made clothing.
Here is where we get the low-grade or adulterated material,
and here is where the Underwood bill accords protection, while
it professes to raise revenue. The ad valorem duties in these
particulars run up to 45 per cent, so that with respect fo the
finished product the ready-made clothing manufacturer and
the maker of ladies’ and children's dress goods would seem to
be favored against the workman whose livelihood depends upon
the working op of the material. This new provision would
mean that on a $20 suit of clothes made in London the im-
porter would pay $9 at the customhouse, or upon $10 worth
of ladies’ or children’s dress goods imported from France
would pay $4.50 at the American port. It can not be denied
that there are elements of protection for certain merchandising
interests in this Democratic proposition, but it may be safely
left to the importer or the manipulator to see that the price
to the consumer is not reduced because of the high duty
proposed.

WANTED FOREIGN VALUES ON IMPORTS.

Those who appeared before the Ways and Means Committeq
attacking the system that prevails under the existing law in-
sisted that the foreign value of importe be taken. That is what
the trader in tailor-made sunits and in ready-made clothes wants,
He wants to pay upon the price in England, France, or Ger-
many. The value will be taken there and goods will come in
at the lowest prices—$4, £5, and $6 per suit—and be taken
over by the importer to the great department stores, where
the consumer who seeks relief will pay the same old price in
the sawe old way. Meanwhile American wool will be depressed
and workers in the American mills will be sacrificed to the
makers of ready-made clothing in England, in France, in Ger-
many, and in Italy.

And would the consumer get his clothes any cheaper? Does
the consumer get oil cheaper or sugar cheaper by reason of any
operation of the tariff system? Do we get coffee or tea cheaper
because we have removed the duty from coffee and have placed
no duty upon tea? Do you think importers are in the business
of seeking the world over for cheap goods, bringing them into
the customhouses of the United States free, under Democratic
policy, have no expectation of getting the American price for
them? This is the problem of the farmer and the wage earner
who is looking for cheaper goods from abroad.

AMERICAN PRICES DISCUSSED.

It is a matter of common knowledge that notwithstanding the
inereased expense of the American manufacturer he is still able
to supply the market with cloth made of pure, new wool, of 16-
ounce weight, which can be put upon the counter of a merchant
tailor at $1 to $§1.50 per yard. I have here three samples of
woolen fabries, 31 yards of which, enough for a suit of clothes,
would cost, respectively, $3.98, $4.20, and $4.20. This is the
finished product that comes out of the mill. It goes into tha
guit of clothes you buy from the tailor or the ready-made
dealer, and the cost of it when it leaves the mill, with all tariff
charges included, as if it were an imported cloth, with labor and
manufacturer’s profit all eounted in, was $3.03, $4.20, and $4.29,
respectively. In no instance would an Ameriean, unless an
uncompromising Anglomaniac, be ashamed to wear elther piece
of cloth when worked up into a suit of clothes.

At these prices every item of protection under the Payne bill
was accorded to the manufacturer, and yet, with his great plant
and his large number of skilled employees, he, this * robber
baron,” this “ trust magnate,” had to get his profit out of that
$3.53, that $4.20, and that §4.20.
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THE MILE IN THE COCONUT.

Now, Mr. Chairman, we are getting down to the milk in the
coconut,

What did the consumer pay for the suit of clothes which, as
cloth dellvered by the manufacturer, was sold for the sums in-
dicated? If he went to a department store, he may have paid
anywhere from $10 to $25. Surely the manufacturer did not
get any of that money. But as the consumer is complaining
why not have him go beyond the manufacturer and the tariff
and the workingman, all of whom were paid out of the manu-
facturer’s price, and find out who got the difference between
$4.20, which was the manufacturer’s highest price, and the $10
to $25, which is the retailer’'s price? I do not assert that any of
this money was wasted, or that it was not properly circulated in
the community, where it did good, but in the interest of truth
and justice I think it should be known that the manufacturer did
not get it, and that the tariff has little or nothing to do with
the price to the consumer,

I have taken the trouble during the last few days to inquire
a little more fully into the tariff cost of a suit of clothes, It
is difficult to get a worsted man who uses the long-staple wool
to figure this out, and as a rule the carded-wool manufacturer,
who uses the shorter staples and admixtures of wool, is also
disinclined to tell just how it works out; hence I have put
this question up to a manufacturer of yarn, who is as well
posted upon all branches of the business as any man of whom
I have knowledge. I told him to give me the worst side of it,
;ndhl am advised that the estimates presented are improbably

igh.

Mr. MURDOCK, Will the gentleman permit me?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MURDOCK. The advertisement of the American Woolen
Co. makes it appear that they make, and they say they make,
annually 50,000,000 yards of cloth. Now, their net profit last
year was something like $4,200,000. That figured out would
make their profit at the mill on a yard of worsted cloth about
7 cents, Does that follow the gentleman’s figures?

THE FIXING OF PRICES.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I am going to give the figures
that will answer the gentleman's question. I want to say, before
I quit the gentleman from Kansas, that the annual consumption
of wool and woolens in the United States is valued at about
$400,000,000; that is, the annual output of manufactured wool
in the United States. We make in the United States three hun-
dred and eighty millions worth of that consumption. The Amer-
jcan manufacturer makes 95 per cent of all the woolens con-
sumed in the country. I am told, answering the gentleman's
question further, that the American Woolen Co,, while it is the
largest of the carders and combers in the United States and is,
perhaps, the largest single combination manufacturing both
worsteds and woolens, still produces only 15 per cent of all the
output in the United States, and therefore does not control
prices and does not constitute a trust that interferes with com-
petition, and certainly could not control prices upward.

Mr. MURDOCK. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania con-
tend that in any given industry a trust must control a majority
of the units in order to control prices? Does not the gentleman
know that it is not necessary for a given organization to control
a majority of the units in order to control prices? If the gentle-
man will read the ordinary textile journals he will find refer-
ence to the faet that small manufacturers in the country wait
until the American Woolen Co. fix their prices, because they do
not dare to make theirs before.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I am not prepared to agree
with the gentleman, so far as my information goes, but I will
read an extract from a paper by Mr, Julius Forstmann, presi-
dent of the Forstmann & Huffmann Co., of Passaie, N. J., and
formerly a member of the German tariff commission, which
bears upon this point.

Mr. Forstmann says:

I may that I am very well informed about the conditions in this
and the cipal Euro, markets, and I do not hesitate to assert
most posftive]{l that, estplte the fairy tales we hear of the Woolen
Trust fixing the prices for American woolens, there i3 not a single
country where competition between woolen and worsted manufacturers
is 8o keen as it is in the United States.

I have already observed to the gentleman that my informa-
{ion is that the American Woolen Co. does not produce more
than 15 per cent of the entire cutput of the worsteds and
woolens of the United States. I will now yield to the gentleman
from New York.

CONCERNING THE AMERICAN WOOLEN CO.

Mr. FITZGERALD. The gentleman from Kansas stated the
capitalization and the profits of this concern—

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I said that the American
Woolen Co, announced that they made 50,000,000 yards of cloth

annually. Now, their net profits last year were $4,200,000.
These two figures ought to give the net profit of a yard of cloth
at the mill.

Mr, FITZGERALD. What was the capitalization?

Mr. MURDOCK. Sixty million dollars.
$7L3%‘:! FITZGERALD. And the average weekly wage was about

Mr. MURDOCK. So we have heard here to-day.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I wanted to see how the profits were
distributed by this eleemosynary concern.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I think some one, probably
some Member from New England, may answer the gentleman
on that point. I am not speaking for the American Woolen Co.,
although my information is that the American Woolen Co. does
not produce or put on the market more than 15 per cent of the
entire woolen and worsted production of the United States, and
therefore is not such a trust as is indicated by the gentleman
from Kansas or the gentleman from New York.

Mr. MURDOCK. Does not the gentleman think that the
American Woolen Co. manufacturing 50,000,000 yards of cloth
a year, and at a net profit of $4,200,000, that those figures make
it possible to figure out what the net profit per yard is at the

mill?
NO EXCUSES FOR FALSE CAPITALIZATION.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I am nof posted on the finan-
cial affairs of the corporation. I am stating the facts as they
come to me in relation to the American Woolen Co, and its influ-
ence in the business. The inference of the gentleman from New
York with regard to wages paid by this particular concern may
be answered by some one from New England, who knows more
about the business than I do. As to the question of capitaliza-
tion and profits raised by the gentleman from Kansas, I would
say, on reflection, that an annual profit of $4,000,000 on an in-
vestment of $60,000,000 would not be excessive. It would be
no more than the interest paid in some parts of the country
upon mortgages which are certainly better security than bonds
or stocks of an industrial corporation subject to all kinds of
regulations as to liability and damages and periodical tariff
tinkering. If the gentleman’s objection were based upon false or
watered capitalization, I would offer no excuses for those who
indulge in such practices.

PURE WOOL AND FOREIGN MAKES.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to embarrass
the gentleman, but is he talking about all-wool worsteds or
worsteds made up of cotton warp and wool filling or worsteds
made of wool and cotton yarn twisted together, because it
makes all the difference in the world in figuring out the tariff
whether it is one of the three varieties—all wool made of cot-
ton warp with wool filling or all cotton and wool twisted to-
gether in the yarn. Is the gentleman talking about all wool?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I am talking about all-wool
garments. I observe also that the gentleman refers to ad-
mixtures of cotton. Of course, admixtures of other ingredients
enter into this discussion and also enter very largely info the
merits of complaints made by opponents——

Mr, MURDOCK. Necessarily, of course, because compensa-
tory duties must enter into the relation of the tariff.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. And that raises the question
whether or not the consumer, the man for whom the gentle-
man speaks and for whom I think I speak, wants an inferior,
adulterated article, such as the cheap foreign grade, or a pure
article, made by American workmen in American factories, of
which we make most in this country.

Mr. MURDOCK. The point is, is not the American con-
sumer to-day, under the present arrangement, paying an all-
wool price and all-wool tariff and a compensatory duty of 44
cents a pound on a pound of clothing—is he not paying it, and,
as a matter of fact, getting a piece of clothing that is 50 per
cent only of wool?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania., My information is that
what he pays to-day when he buys the American garment is
what he in part contributes to the producer of wool in the
United States and the workmen in the United States. If he
buys an article that is inferior, he is buying an article that is
largely a matter of production in foreign countries and, so far
as the material is concerned, an adulteration, since it contem-
plates the use of imported shoddy, mungo, waste, and rags.
But, to answer the gentleman specifically, I am dealing now
with what is understood to be pure wool, and my illustrations
relate to pure-wool manufactures only. .

REVEALING THE “ MONSTER ¥ TARIFF.

Now, let us “take off the lid” and investigate this “hydra-
headed monster,” the worsted tariff, that seems to give the gen-
tleman from Kansas so much concern. Take what are known as
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“common makes,” such cloths as are made both by woolen and
worsted manufacturers, cloths that bring $1 a yard or thereabouts,
remembering always that it takes 3% yards to make a man’s
suit. The foreign value of that cloth, if weighing 16 ounces, is
40 cents a yard. In order to protect the dollar-a-yard cloth
in the United States and keep the factories going here, how does
the Payne bill treat the corresponding 40-cent yard of foreign
eloth that undertakes to ecompete with us? Three and one-half
yards at 40 cents a yard is $1.40. TFirst of all, it puts on the
farmer’s weol duty, which, at 33 cents a pound for scoured
wool, is §1.16; it then adds the ad valorem duty of 50 per cent
now given to the manufacturer as a compensating duty for sort-
ing, seouring, carding, combing, spinning, weaving, and the like,
which, at $1.40, is T0 cents. Add expenses of 14 cents for
fransportation, insurance, packing, and the like, and the total
cost of that $1.40 worth of foreign cloth, becomes, by virtue of
the increased wages and expenses in the United States, $3.40 for
the 3% yards. In other words, it is presumed to come up to
the American price.

The total tariff, therefore, on the cloth for that suit of
clothes, If imported, is $1.16 farmer’s wool duty plus 70 cents
manuafacturer’s protective duty, or $1.86. That is what the
American consumer would pay on that suit of clothes if he were
disinclined to keep the woolgrower, the manufacturer, and
the workingman busy in this country and preferred to have his
ecloth brought in from abroad. But under no ecircumstances
should sight be lost of the fact that if he insists upon the re-
moval of that barrier of $1.86 against the incoming of the
foreign-made cloth, he deprives the American woolgrower of a
market for the 3% pounds of scoured wool that would go into
the suit, and he sirikes a direct blow at the earning power of
every American mechanic who in any way had to do with the
production, the manufacture, or the distribution of the wool,
and the list of those thus affected could be traced into almost
every industry into which human labor is now employed in this
eountry.

o A VOICE FROM MINNESOTA.

Mr. STEENERSON, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has spoken
several times about the farmers.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I mean the woolgrower, I
would say to the gentleman from Minnesota. I understand the
farmer is a raiser of sheep.

Mr. STEENERSON. Sure. My question is this: I heard the
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. Moxpern] and several other
gentlemen familiar with the sheep industry say here that the
price of wool to the farmer or the producer was about 16 cents
and as low as 12 cents.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Did he tell the reason why?

AMr. STEENERSON. Now, I want to know if the same class
of wool when imported could be bought for 4 cents or whether
the manufacturer did not give the farmer 11 cents. It seems
to me there is a discrepancy between the price the farmer gets
for the raw wool and the duty.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Neither the manufacturer nor
the farmer gets the duty. That goes to the Government, of
course, and the theory of the Government is that it not only
raises revenue, but that it protects the American industry,
both upon the farm and in the factory.

Mr. STEENERSON. It ought to raise the price of the wool
11 cents.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Yes; or protect it to that
extent.
~ Mr. STEENERSON. Does it do it?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. It ought to raise the price,
provided there is an American market for wool, which there is
not at the present time, owing to tariff legisiation, It does
protect to that extent against foreign wool.

Mr. STEENERSON. We produce only G0 per cent of the
total wool consumption.

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania. I think the proportion is
about that.

CHEAP WOOL, CHEAP SHEEP.

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. MoxpeLn stated, and I think the
report on this bill says, that the United States produced only
56 per cent of the total wool consumption. .

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. We undoubtedly use more
American wool in American factorles than we use of foreign

wool.
Mr. STEENERSON. I think the gentleman is entirely mis-
taken. I think we use more American wool than imported wool.
Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I say we use more American
than imported wool. Perhaps I did not hear the gentleman, or
he did not hear me.
Mr. STEENERSON, Fifty-six per cent is the figure given.
Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. And I say, so long as the tariff
agitation lasts, and the manufacturers can not do business,

and there is no demand for American wool, the price of wool
naturally will go down. That is what it did during the Wilson-
Gorman era. But that is no reason why conditions sheunld be
made worse than they are.

I do not know whether I ought to quote the gentleman, but
Mr. CooPer of Wisconsin, in a talk outside of this House a little
while ago, said that he recalled readily that under the old
Democratic system sheep sold for €5 cents, wool, meat, and all;
and another gentleman, who comes from the West, said he re-
called when they sold for 50 cents. They may sell for that
again, but in my section of the ecountry we do not want to see
them sell at such prices, for that means depression.

Mr. STEENERSON. But the gentleman has not answered the
question of whether the farmer gets the enhanced price on ac-
count of the duty?

MANUFACTURERS DARE NOT BUY AHEAD.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The farmer undoubtedly gets
an enhaneced price when there is a market for wool, but he ean
not get the price he has been getting unless a duty is levied upon
imports of wool. The trouble now is that manufacturers dare
not buy wool in advance nor proceed to manufacture exten-
gively because of the tariff uncertainty.

Mr. STEENERSON. The gentleman from Wyoming said here
in his speech a day or two ago that the difference between the
price of wool grown here and that imported of the same grade
is very close to the duty. How do you explain that the pro-
ducer of wool did not get that 11 cents?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I can only say to the gentle-
man that the theory of the law is that before a pound of foreign
wool can come into this country in competition with the wool-
grower, for instance, in the gentleman’s State of Minnesota,
that 11 cents a pound shall be paid on it at the customhouse.
While the farmer does not get that particular 11 cents, the
farmer gets the benefit of the barrier which the Government
thus raises against foreign wool, which would displace the Min-
nesota or American wool had the barrier not been there.

Mr. STEENERSON. Is it not a fact the manufacturer of
this country does not pay the producer of wool the price that he
ought to have?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I believe the American manu-
facturer pays the American wool producer as high a price as is
paid for wool the world over, when there is a demand for the
wool; and as American wool is as good as any other wool, the
American manufacturer is as anxious to get American wool as
he is any other kind of wool.

THE 11 CENTS FER POUND DUTY.

Mr. STEENERSON. I have never heard anybody explain
specifically the reason why the producer of wool does not get
ﬂcli?i price of the same grade of imported wool with the duty
added.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Do you mean to say we
shonld turn over to the wool producer the 11 cents which we
collect at the customhouse?

Mr. STEENERSON. That is what your speech states the
farmer gets.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Oh, the gentleman misunder-
stands me.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania has expired.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, may I have a
little more time?

Mr. MANN. How much more time?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. About 25 minutes, unless I
am interrupted.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, by authority of the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Payne], I yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania 25 minutes additional,

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I will not interrupt the
gentleman any further if the gentleman will allow me——

DOES THE FARMER WANT FREE WOOL?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Before the gentleman from
Minnesota takes his seat I want to have it understood that I
have never heard anyone in this House or anyone anywhere
else indicate that the farmers of the country expected that tlie
11 cents collected on a pound of foreign wool at the custom-
house was to be paid over fo the farmer.

Mr. STEENERSON. I assume that the duty ought to en-
hance the price of wool in this country: if it does not do so, it
is no use to have it for the benefit of the farmer——

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. If it does not enhance the
price, of course there is no use of the duty, except for revenue
purposes.

Mr. STEENERSON. And we ought to have free wool.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. If the gentleman thinks we
ought to have free wool, I think I can speak for the manufac-
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turers sufficiently to say that if the farmer whom the gentleman
represents is willing to accept free wool and meet the competi-
tion from abroad, that the manufacturers would not be hurt one
cent’'s worth. They have been standing with the producer of
wool and have given him the benefit of the American price for
wool. It is not, as I understand it, a matter of great concern to
the manufacturer at all. Free wool is the woolgrower’s affair;
but the manufacturer, in my judgment, should stand up with the
rest of his fellow-citizens and producers in the United States
and maintain the Republican system of protection, even if there
be some who reject its advantages,

Mr, Chairman, I am afraid I ¢an not make the matter more
clear to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. STEENERSON], and
I shall proceed.

MANUFACTURERS’ PROFIT 5 CENTS A YARD.

It makes no difference what the consumer pays the depart-
ment store for domestic goods or what he pays the merchant
tailor, the Government, and not the manufacturer, would get
the $1.86 out of that suit of clothes; the farmer would get an
Ameriean rate for his wool; and the net profit of the American
manufacturer, according to the estimate given me, would be only
5 cents a yard on 3% yards of cloth, or 173 cents in all. Surely
such a profit to the maker of the cloth, in view of the price at
which it is laid down to the tailor or ready-made-garment
maker, is not sufficient to justify the terrific assault that has
been made upon the men who invest their money in industrial
enterprises and take all the risk incident to the manufacturing
of cloth and its various component parts.

I am taking pains to give this illustration, because I think the
man who inveighs against the woolen schedule ought to know
exactly what he is doing, and he at least ought to be in a posi-
tion to know the truth. I have had examples on “common
makes” worked out for 14-ounce cloth, on which the tariff for
83 yards is shown to be $1.71, and on 12-ounce cloth, $1.57. In
each instance the cloth manufacturer’s profits, notwithstanding
all his risks and expenditures and the labor cost, was not in
excess of 5 cents a yard. And I am told that whereas numerous
manufacturers wounld be willing to enter into long-term contracts
to accept 5 cents a yard profit on the best woolen and worsted
cloths turned out by them, yarn manufacturers would be
egually well satisfied with a profit of 5 cents a pound.

AN AMERICAN-MADE SAMPLE.

There is another way of bringing the consumer to a better
understanding of this situation. If he will buy a piece of cloth
from the manufacturer or the dealer in cloth, he will very
readily find what it costs to have a suit of clothes made, over
and above all tariff and manufacturers’ charges. A few months
ago a distinguished citizen of Rhode Island, not knowing my
interest in this quesiion, presented me with 3% yards of cloth
which had been made at one of the mills in that State. He
wanted me to have it made into a suit to be worn at the open-
ing session of Congress. Subsequently, at my request, he gave
me the following statement with regard to this American
product :

This cloth at the time it was ;l:a:l:u:fsu:t%‘rl-je:i11 and placed on the market

gold at $2.25 net per yard at the mill. t this amount represented
s shown by the following table:

fit per yard- $0. 10
Eﬁrgeu e:p{nm and selling cost, per yard ‘08
Labor cost, per yard i 't
Dyeing (dyestuffs and general expenses of dyeing) ———————______ 1%
Yarns used, 20 ounces, at $1.25 per pound . 155

Total 2.25

At $2.25 per yard, a very good price for cloth—in fact, a very
high American price—the total cloth cost of that 33-yard suit

as $7.874. A
er? MURDOCK. That was 3% yards?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Yes.

Mr. MURDOCK. How much profit per yard?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Ten cents; 35 cents in all.

That paid all the manufacturer's charges and all the wages,
and put the tariff behind if. The manufacturer’s profit on this
special 8% yards was 35 cents.

WHERE THE COST COMES IN.

Now let us see how this problem works out, and let the con-
sumer have the truth as to the whole transaction. The “ robher
baron ” manufacturer and the tariff are now out of it altogether.
The profits of the farmer, the manufacturer, the workingman,
and the Government were all covered by that $7.87%.

I sent that cloth to a tailor whom I know very well and like
very much. We have had many friendly discussions about
the tariff and its alleged iniquities and about the high profits
to the manufacturer of cloth. * Did you get that cloth? " I said.
“ Yes; that is good stuff. Did you get it from the other side?”
“No;" I said, “it was made in the United States—made up in

Rhode Island. What will you charge for making it up?”
“Well, it will cost you $30.” “Why, I thought you said the
tariff was responsible for the high cost of clothing? That
whole bolt of cloth, tariff included, cost only $7.874.” *“ Well,”
he said, ““you know labor and other expenses have a great
deal to do with it.” * Yes,” I said; “I think I can see it now;
that $30 does not go to the manufacturer, and it does not go to
the tariff; it goes into the rent of your fine store. It pays your
cutters and seamstresses. It pays for your electric lights, and
your liveried messengers, and your delivery wagons, and it
pays for your advertising, and the literature you put out—and
it is not the tariff after all.”

Now, I think this illustration shows where the consumer's
money goes, whether he buys groceries, or farm produce, or
clothing.

BETTER TO BFEND MONEY HERH.

But in order to trace out the tariff in that 33 yards of Rhode
Island cloth at $7.874, I again consulted my yarn manufacturer
friend with this result: If that cloth weighed 16 ounces and
was worth $2.25 per yard in the United States, its foreign value
would have been $1.12 per yard, or $3.92 for all. If that cloth
had come from England instead of Rhode Island, the Payne
law would have added to the $3.92 of foreign value the farmer’s
specific wool duty of $1.54; the manufacturer’s ad valorem
duty against the various steps in the process of manufacture
abroad, of $2.16, and incidental expenses, 26 cents, making up
the full American value. If the cloth had been lighter and
weighed 14 ounces, the duty would have been $3.58, and if it
had been 12 ounces, the duty would have been $3.47.

So the tariff on that $7.87% of cloth made into a suit for
£30, therefore, would have been $3.70—that is, if I had pre-
ferred to buy the cloth at the low English rate and eut out
the American industries affected. But having permitted the
charge of $3.70 to be raised against an importation of Eng-
lish cloth at the customhouse, I would at least have the satis-
faction of knowing that by purchasing an American-made
article I had promoted the welfare of the American wool-
grower, had helped to keep the American mills employed, and
had so provided for those industries that if some one else
desired to bring in the English garment they would, to the
extent of the tariff they would be obliged to pay, relieve our
citizens of a more direct tax for the revenue needed to run
the Government. Speaking for myself, as the consumer in this
instance, I would rather have that duty charged up against me
on the one or two suits of clothes I buy a year than to have the
sheep ranchers of this country put out of business, the mill dis-
tricts depopulated for the advantage of our competitors on the
other side of the water, with the further certainty of a resort
to some direct form of taxation to keep the Government going.
[Applause.]

THE READY-MADE CLOTHING CONTROVERSY,

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I will.

Mr. LONGWORTH. When the Payne law was being con-
sidered by the Ways and Means Committee a number of woolen
manufacturers made this sort of a statement, that while they
admitted it was true a custom-made, high-grade suit of clothes
cost substantially less in England than it did here, that a ready-
made suit of clothes of a comparatively cheap cloth was no
higher here than it was in England. Has the gentleman made
any investigation as to that?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I referred to that in a general
way in the earlier part of my remarks.

Mr. LONGWORTH. I did not hear the gentleman.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania, I understand some of the
conditions that prevail in the gentleman’s own city, Cincinnati,
with regard to a complaint made as to the quality of ecloth
that entered into ready-made goods. It involves the guestion
of adulteration and was referred to the other day by the gentle-
man from Kansas [Mr. Murpock], and it has been answered
time and again by experts. I am not sufficiently expert to
answer it, but I will say to the gentleman that undoubtedly
there are two sides to that story.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield to the gentleman from Illinois?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. FOWLER, I ask unanimous consent that my colleague
[Mr. MaxN] be permitted to answer the question just pro-
pounded.

Mr. MANN. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.
should do that, wounld I be authorized to insert after my ques-
tion “applause,” whether it occurred or not? [Laughter.]

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Under the circumstances,
Mr, Chairman, I feel, as this is a request for unanimous con-
sent, that I would have to object. I need the time,

I .
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DISADVANTAGES OF THE MANUFACTURER.

With the permission of the House I intend to append to this
address certain statistical statements, showing the great ad-
vantage forelign manufacturers have over American manufac-
turers in the matter of overhead charges, cost of machinery,
and wage scale, None of these factors entering into the cost
of production are taken into account by the Underwood bill
Neither does that bill give any promise of relief to the manu-
facturer in the matter of the charges to which he is subject,
apart from labor cost. These have been so well set forth in a
recent brochure by Mr. Julius Forstmann, that I quote from
him the following summary:

%: %ggttﬂigmaﬂxfgl oorrgaﬁ!:lfng mill : Bullding material, labor, and sup-
lsg Evipmentcsmcuinry, ste Cryatisstion of PAoL oporvinicn
W:ies.pﬂilnws material, general supplies. Interest. Repairs and
allowance for depreciation.

4, Outlet for goods: Domestic market. Forelgn market.

Nor does Mr. Forstmann mention employers’ liability in acel-
dent or damage cases, nor insurance, which are serious con-
siderations to every employing manufacturer.

BRICK HOUSES NOT IMPORTED.

Mr. CULLOP. Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield to the gentleman from Indiana?

Mr. MOORE of Penusylvania. Yes,

Mr. CULLOP. I want to ask the gentleman this question:
In the erection of a mill, is there any tariff on the labor ex-
pended by those men who erect it?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I do not know whether the
gentleman is ralsing a philosophical question or not, but—

Mr. CULLOP. I ask whether there is any tariff on the
labor of a brickmason or bricklayer when he builds the house—
the finished product?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. There may be a tariff on
gome of the materials that enter into the construction of the
house.

Mr, CULLOP. No. What I wanted to know is whether there
is any tariff on his finished product when he builds the house?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman refers to the
workingman in the building trade? I want to get the gentle-
man's meaning.

Mr. CULLOP. No; I am referring to his labor.
tariff on the labor of brick masons.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I asked if the gentleman’s
question was philosophic, and I think it is. The gentleman
from Indiana evidently agrees with the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Bercer] who spoke this morning and indicated
that there was free trade in labor. I am inclined to think
it will be very difficult to have free trade in labor when one
man may have skill and another man no skill and when one
man may be a constitutional lawyer and another man may be
an ignoramus.

There is no

HERE IS A NEW FPROBLEM.

Mr. CULLOP. Is there any tariff on the brick house when
it is done—when the labor of the workman has been expended
upon it?

I}]‘:lr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. No; the existing tariff law
raises no barrier against the erection of a house,

Mr. MANN. It would if it were imported.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Yes; in that case it should.
We import wool and woolen manufactures, but I have not
heard of anybody so progressive as to enter into the business
of importing ready-made houses. [Laughter.]

icals, oils, soaps, and dyestuffs that he uses in his business?
He buys much of his machinery from abroad. He buys olls
and dyestuffs in large quantities. If he is denied protection
for those things he manufactures, will the duties be removed
from these adjuncts to his business? Or is it the purpose of
this bill to pick him out and make him the victim of a free-
trade or tariff-for-revenue policy, while the barriers stand
against everything he purchases?

Now, if the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Fowrer] wants to
fell the position of the Democratic Party on this question, I
think the country would like to be informed, because there are
men engaged in these lines of business who are disturbed and
will undoubtedly continue to be disturbed as announcements
come from the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UxperwooDp].
Does your party propose to revise these other schedules when
¥you get through with this one?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN, Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield to the gentleman from Alabama?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Yes; with pleasure.

MRB. UNDERWOOD BAYS YES.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I was not present when the colloquy
which the gentleman refers to occurred. I would not stop to
ask the gentleman a question, because the announcement of
the Democratic Party on the tariff has been so thorough and
so0 well understood that the question which the gentleman
asked is almost an absurdity, as it seems to me. We have
announced that we intend to revise this tariff from top to
bottom. The only thing that will stop us from revising it from
top to bottom is the Republican Senate and the Republican
President. If they stop it, we will make an appeal to the
country.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I want tfo thank the gentle-
man for his frankness, and I desire to confirm his statement
that he was not present when the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Fowrer] repeatedly asked me to say whether I expected this
bill to pass the Senate. I asked the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Fowrer] if it was not the Democratic policy, as announced
by the gentleman from Alabama, the leader on that side of
the House, to press not only this bill but other tariff-revision
bills all along the line, so that every industry of the country
would be affected by this sort of tinkering. I said I did not
question the sincerity of the gentleman from Alabama, and I
had to repeat it many times in response to inquiries by the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Fowrer]. I think it will be re-
membered that I treated the gentleman from Alabama [Mr,
Uxpeewoop], with all fairness in his absence, and wanted it
understood that I took him at his word, because I believe him
to be a man of his word, and I believe the industries of this
country must, as a result of his word, be put upon their guard.

MR, FOWLER COMES BACE.

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman—

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield to the gentleman from Illinois?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania, Yes; I do.

Mr. FOWLER. Did I not say that it was the intent of
the Democrats in this House to pass this bill, and that we
would pass it?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I did not understand you to
say that in those words, because you were endeavoring to find
out whether I believed your party was sincere, and I did not
know whether you were speaking by authority of the Demo-
cratie caucus; but I undertook to make it plain that I accepted
the edict of your caucus; I believed that you meant what you

But, speaking of the manufacturer, Mr. Chairman: He erects | said.

a mill, pays American building-trade wages, invests and risks
his capital, and makes purchases of various commodities and
materials upon which there are tariff duties. If his protection
as a manufacturer is to be denied, will he be able to purchase
the commodities he uses at a lower rate than heretofore? Here
is a new problem.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr, FowrEr], a little while ago,
wanted to know if I expected this bill to pass in another body.
I said the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNpEawoop] has de-
elared that a general revision is intended, and now I raise the
guestion whether, having made an attempt to reduce the duty
en the products of the manufacturer, the Democratic Party
proposes to reduce the duty on those commodities and materials
which the manufacturer must necessarily use in his business?
Are you going to cut him down and leave his working materials
at the present rate?

WILL ATTEMPTS AT REVISION CONTINUBE?

I am putting to you a question that does test the sincerity of
the gentlemen on the other side. If the manufacturer is denied
protection, will the duties be removed from machinery, chem-

Mr. FOWLER. Is it not a fact that you charged that it was
a hypocritical pretense of reducing the tariff?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I did not say anything of
the kind.

Mr. FOWLER. Not in so many words; but was not that the
idea?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The language used by the
gentleman was not used by me. Our colloquy was pleasant, but
direct, as I recall it.

A QUESTION OF SINCERITY.

Mr. FOWLER. I repeat, is it not a fact that I said to you
that the Democrats in this House expected to pass this bill?

Mr., MOORE of Pennsylvania. Yes; but I did not quite un-
derstand that you had authority, in the absence of the gentle-
man from Alabama [Mr. Usperwoop] to speak for the Demo-
crats, and that is the reason I was trying fo find out whether
you were sincere in endeavoring to pass a bill of such mo-
mentous importance to the country.

Mr. FOWLER. Was I not inguiring of you as to whether
you were sincere in saying that the business of this country
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gir]ilabﬁiﬁgpressed because we were trying to pass 2 legitimate

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I said that in the introduction
of this bill yon greatly depressed the business of the country,
particularly in the textile industries. I repeat that statement
now. And I believe, if you persist in endeavoring to pass this
kind of legislation, you will nltimately bring disaster in indus-
trial circles throughout the country.

Mr. FOWLER. And were you not forced fo say that the
principal places where those industries were oppressed and de-
thpresaedwere where they had been in that condition for years in

e past?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I think I did not say any-
thing of the kind.

Mr. FOWLER. Is not that a fact?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I think that question was
raised by my Democratic colleagune [Mr. Doxo=oE] of Pennsyl-
vania, and I recall having said that while there had been
depression in the past, there has been no depression like unto
this since the days of the Wilson-Gorman tariff bill, when the
people in the district of my Democratic colleague and the people
of the district which I represent walked the streets of Phila-
delphia without work, and were applicants at the soup houses,
many of them, for the means of snstenance.

THE PANIC OF 1807.

Mr. FOWLER. How was that, my friend, in your city in
the year 19077

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I do not recall that that was a
tariff year. There was no tariff agitation in 1607.

Mr. FOWLER. That is correct, but it was a panic year,
though.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. That may have been.

Mr. FOWLER. And you are comparing the panic years of
the nineties with the good times that prevailed in other years,
when you know as a matfer of fact that every time a panle
comes everything falls under the weight of the panic.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I know that always happens
under Democratic auspices, to answer the gentleman plainly.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania has expired.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvanina. Give me three minutes to

Mr. MANN. I yield to the gentleman three minutes out of the
time of the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYRE].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania is rec-
ognized for three minutes more,

THE BILL MERACES CAPITAL AND LABOT.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The effect of this bill is to
take away from the manufacturer such support as he has and to
leave his working materials high in the air, costing the same
old prices. Altogether, it seems to me that no bill that has been
brought into this House since I have been a Member of it, not
excepting the reciprocity bill, and its unhappy eounterpart, the
farmers’ free-list bill, has been so franght with misgivings and
uncertainties as is this proposed revision of the woolen sehedule.

| It menaces the employment of more than 168,000 men and women

employed, in 1909, in 913 establishments, at better wages than
are paid in any other country in the world. It threatens cap-
ital invested in these establishments to an amount exceeding
$415,000,000. (Census of 1909.) It threatens to drive much of
that capital into foreign coumtries by the simple process of
encouraging foreign industry over American industry. For

| these reasons I am opposed to the bill and hope it will not pass.
| [Applause on the Republican side.]

EXHIBIT 1.
UNITED STATES CENSUS TABLES SHOWING IMPORTANCE OF WOOL AND WOOLEN INDUSIRY.

Comparatlve figures for the censuses of 1909, 1904, and 1899 are as follows:

Woolen and wersted goods—Comparative summary: 1603, 1304, and 1830,

Census— Por cont

of in-

1599 to

1900 1904 1899 1908,

|

| 1,018 1,221 25
$302, 767,000 £256, 554, 000
$107,480,000 |  §148, 067,000 85
41, 433, 000 £50, 126, 000 58
$16, 520,000 §14, 036,000 5
ot R T A T R R S R SR B e LRI L $410,820,000 | €307,642,000 |  §238,745,000 70
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E"umberufsalu'ied O B ORI o i s i i e nr Fihe = AR S A R el e i i i il R s 5,325 4,324 3,615 4
Average number of wage earners employed during the Fear..........ccccccieacnccssssansasssssassscsssnanns 102,914 - la,me8 125,901 =

QUANTITIES AND COSTS.
The following statement gives the guantities and costs of materials used im 1900 and 1800, exclusive of mill supplies, soap, oil, fuel, ete.:
Materials used—Quantities and coste: 190) and 1860.

1 Per cent
909 1899 dm}n
creasa
Ttems. quantity,
Pounds. Cost. Pounds, Cost. 1500
1900,
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oy SR R e e 170,000 530,000 71,000 239,000 130
egetable fibers...... 1 13'% #’% 1 ug’% a‘?% 4
Jute, ie, and other v ble fibers. . ..oonnneneens 7 4 g
mm“mﬁaaaimm ........................................ sl MR Y 10 Sk 6,505,000 |............
All other materials which are 3,089,000 |.......... 8,428,000 |...... sie
Ehoddy made in millfor use thereill. ......ceovemsememeas 82,067,000 |.-eeeaenaninnens BO020,000 "ot pannsiynanmanne 10
DAL, <. 520545 5 RS A S 26 e A8 SN SR s St s St S s b S e o Fe 427 e | 1136,208,000 |........... J
* Decrease.

1 Exclusiveof thecost of soap and oil, mill %

mwhkﬁ:mnuteo:gpumnuofmepmdm
ded In * A1l other materials, etc.
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EXHIBIT II.

COMPARATIVE TABLES FOR AMERICA AND GERMANY WITH COMMENTS THEREON BY JULIUS FORSTMANN, PRESIDENT FoRSTMANN & HurFMANN Co., Passawc, N, J.

(FoRMER MEMBER OF THE GERMAN TARIFF COMMISSION).
A. BUILDINGS.

Comparative unit costs of labor and materials required in the construction of a mill building suitable for woolen or worsted manufacturing.

Excavation, per cubie yard...... T T O Ty T VewabkiAn e T D T e T T I P T R e
Conerete, pe’r cubic (ard ................................... -
Brickwork, per cublc

Roofing, per square es
Skylights, per square foot. ... S L L e it il e i S b ] SRipiEinnssieni
[T R A R R e e e A S N R et =
Cast and wrought iron, per pound...... e e R PR e -
= e R e R e R T e s A e T e R e S e e S e TR 2 2
R D Lo Of B A0 PRI . . o e e s s o e i e R e m s e e P e e S e
500-horsepower cross compound Rice & Sargent engine, including condenser erected on foundation g
Fire-tube boilers, per 100 pounds.
Shafting..............
Flbctiie Nehting s otors
ectric and motors.
Chimne;

e S Ty [T T T It Sessssssesssssssssssssssssssssraseatassssnansnanannn

Average percentage of excess cost in United States for above units of construction. ........cceevveeennnnnrennns e O T et e e

O D D B L e e e S e o A e L s e L T e L ey s A e
Bricklayers, per hour.......... :

. oo

Per cent.

g | Exsagegussngbay

SEERE

The foregoing are exact figures obtained at date hereof from | Comparative wages paid in woolen and worsted mills, eto—Continued.

very prominent American and German mill contractors and
constructors.
B. MACHINERY. |

Imported machinery pays 45 per cent duty, and the packing, for-
Hardlng, and freight charges amount to from 10 to 15 per cent addi-

onal.
As outlined In the foregoing statement, domestic machinery used In
woolen and worsted manufacturing is not quite so expensive as Euro-
n machinery, but in many cases the domestic machinery has not

Ratio of
United
Btates

n so fully perfected as the European machinery, and is therefore less
effective, and this fact tends to neutralize the difference in cost.

Worsted s.[g!uniug, ete.—Continued
From the foregoing figures, compiled under A and B, it can be |  Jard Iaborers overseer.........

seen that the cost of a mill in the United States is 55 per cent | Woolen spmnmg:

higher than that of a mill of equal capacity in Germany; and Boss SPINNEY. ... coviaseecinaiiicncisaniaasas
e T ML L L pnes
the German figures may well be taken as an average for Euro- Sl e
pean countries in general. Spinner's helper.....ccoeeeerssnranan
Comparative wages paid in woolen and worsted mills in the eastorn |  Gorgoicaner-....
part of the United States and in Germany. Laborers for verious kin ES.;)}‘H"'CI.I'E.......::::::

[Figures for Germany represent in each case the average ws;fe paid b Weaving:

leading firmg in six of the Erlnclpal woolen centers, eyl

wages differ in each locality, but the amounts given below represent Sesessasssssssssssscsssesacsins
thegeaverage weekly wage.] g-'i:rplug m"“‘ foreman.
Average wage per
week of 56 work-
ing hours.
Eastern
United |  Ger
States, NaYs
Worsted spinning (French system):!
Head wool S0rter. ..ooeneeeneenracannnns $26. 00 $0.60
Wool sorter. ..... 215. 50 375
‘Wash house overseer 22.00 6.10
Card rogm overseer... 2.00 6.35
Combing room overseer... 2.75 B.30
Drawing room overseer... 23. 50 9.45
Mule spinning overseer... 21.00 0.05
Ring s{ghming OVErSeer. ........- 22.00 8.95
Twisting and reeling overseer... 21.00 8.50
W00l Washers....cc.ceeesnsacnnss 8.20 49
Card stri 820 510
Card 7.60 4.35
Combs.......... 7.25 2.90
Backwashers. . 5.90 2.80
Gill boxes.. . 5.40 2.90
Drawing gills.. 5.70 8.00
Dm%es 6. 35 2.85
Roving 5.95 3.20
Emlg spin.nen’ helpers. 1%% gg
ule spl aosashes "
Ring 5.85 3.25
Twisters. .oooeesacnenn. 6.20 3.25
‘Winders and reelers. 6.10 3.05
Cylinder room overseers. ........... 11.20 5.90
?Hndermomoverseu‘s‘ helpers. 6.20 3.40
eedle setters overseers. . 1..20 4.35
Needle setters overseers’ helpers. . 7.85 3.35
Rngineer. oo iinnnniia 20.00 10. 40
Engineer helpers..... 11.20 6. 40
Firemen overseer........ s 12.60 7.30 Operatives
Fimmonovemeerhe!pma ................. 11. 50 6 60 174 . N e e T R T e

1 The Bradford system of worsted sp! is not used at all in Germany. HENA YOO ... ... oo o s v biay sunsamisdmbansasian
? The wool sorting in the United States is done principally by men and in Germany Assistant OVerseer. .....ceeeeenneannsnasnsioinans

by women, Operatives.........

&

-
E =2

SRR S8hSSssssazEss3s 238Hs82 38

PRND AOORONANDADESNSS LEpPmm

he actua PO OBV S i s idiicaciaris s asa = var piwe e his

»ohB mpprcnpepeRREOESR ppepeRER ®
Sk

ES8E NLRRSLSHBEBES8B3 328828 B8

c&E 288

wEl B »h epkkh 5
R828 88 82 2888 B8=
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S
cooparal ra
A veek of 35 wrk: | Batio ot prices.
ing hours. gnued
i S R
%ﬂ:}&rg Ger- | inper 1. B 11 4
et ] ey EARRE
0 0 2
o ¢ ¢4
00| s 202
Bo| Two| 1) 110
9.70 4.70 206 0 1} 0 zi
$15.00 | $6.85 219 15 ® o
12.00 5.20 231 0 ﬁ 0 2
16.00 5.5 201 g 3 g 3
9.50 420 226 0 4 0
- SRR
The above figures are based on the following conditions: 0 8 0 &
Throughout Germany experienced, skilled labor is generally

available for all positions in woolen and worsted mills. In
America skilled labor must of course be used for the more im-
portant positions, while in very many American woolen centers
the ordinary operatives are mostly drawn from what is abso-
lutely unskilled labor and are on the whole inexperienced and
consequently much less efficient than in Germany. For this rea-
gon more people are necessary to do the same amount of work,
consequently requiring more foremen to oversee the work of a
given number of operatives. The wages given for the United
States in the above tables are furnished by mills having mostly
unskilled labor, and while they show that the average wages
paid in American woolen and worsted mills for the various occu-
pations, compared with those paid by mills of the same capacity
in Germany, are in the ratio of 224.92:100, it will also be seen
therefrom that the excess pald in the United States to overseers,
assistant overseers, and those doing more important work neces-
gitating special skill and judgment is considerably above this
average. If there were employed in the American mills by
which the above figures have been furnished ordinary operatives
equally as skilled as those employed in the German mills on
whose wage lists the above absolutely correct figures are based,
then the difference between the wages quoted for ordinary oper-
atives in the United States and in Germany would be much
greater and the ratio above given would be considerably higher.

Development of woolen and worsted wruﬂm in the United States,
(Compfiled from reports of United States Census Bureaw.)

Total
nom- A
per of | Total sale- | PRRE | valneof
i ries and s products. Remarks.,
ploy- | wages paid. | TOES
ees.
1859..1122, 044 | 844,350, 114 $361 | §212,772,029 | Tariff law of 18%3; McKinley
2 bill, 1800; Wilson bill, 1894;
Dmsingmbill, 1897,
1809..[120,516 | 50,126,000 387 | 238,745,000 v bill, 1897.
1904..1146,822 | 61,433,000 419 | 307,942,000
19091./168,239 | 79,214,000 478 | 419,826,000 | Payne-Aldrich bill, 1008,

1 Preliminary figures issued by Census Bureau.

Increase in value of products 1004-1909 was greater than in any 10
years prior to 1900.

EXHIBIT IIL

COMPARISON OF WAGES AND LIVING CONDITIONS IN UNITED STATES AND
ENGLAND.

Letter of Mr. Harrison Benn, of England and America, dated Beckside
L Mills, Great Norton, Bradford.]

In order to ﬁut before the public a correct statement of the compara-
tive cost of living, together with the wages in England and
America, it is advisable to have as near as possible the same conditions,
both as to locality and the quality of work. As chairman of

a com
with mills in Clayton and Bradford and president of & ration l:rgint.g
mills in Greystone, near Providence, R. 1., America, I am in a practical

posg.lot? to weigh the advantages and disadvantages of free trade and
rotection. 2

. The English and American mills comb,u_spm, and weave exactly the
same classes of wool, alpaca, and mohair, and the same es of
rarns and cloth are interchangeable. The machinery in all the miils are
fdenticall the same. Many of the work people at Greystone worked
in our Bradford mills. At Clayton and Greystone are cooperative
stores managed entirely by the workingmen, and it would be very dif-
fleult, if not impossible, to obtain fairer conditions for comparing the
cost of lving in the two countries.

A great amount discussion is now being carried on regarding the
prices of the * food of the Lgeonl " and in order that every family can
ascertain the difference in the cost of living between free-trade England
and protectionist America, I give below a list of prices of some * every-

day necessary articles of 1 " The Greystone g::lce list is dated De-
cember 10, 1809, and Biﬂlﬂd by the secretary of the coo tive stores,
t Is of a more recent date. r con ce

d the Cla ri 1
and simpliciie T have transiated the American “cent” as being equal
to 1 hal?penny.

ENGLAND AND RHODE ISLAND COMPARED.

A Bradford butcher employed by the Greystone cooperative states
the joints are not cat the same, but the prices realized for the whole
animal are just about the same as in England.

Although coal is dearer, I question if the fuel cost per family for 12
months is as much as in England, owing to the general use of slow-
combustion stoves,

I have ascertained the quantities of the above-named * everyda
necessary articles of food” consumed by families, ranging from 2 to lg
and find the average cost to each Greystenian is 33d. per
week more than the Claytonian. A family of 5 persons will jointly
have to earn 1s. 63d. more per week to be equal to a Claytonian.

Having arrived at the cost of living as shown above, I give below
the wages paid at Clayton and Bradford for 553§ hours per week and
at Greystone for 56 hours. ’

S, | s

an Teys

ford.
Woolsorters (day work), K 3'2 % ;6 ‘8.
y WO o o nebis vens S el
Men box minders. e 178 3 4
......... 2 0 3 7
......... 12 6 2 32
......... 12- 6 2 2
......... 110 2N 3
0 0 62 6
n 3 235 6
2 0 18 9
1 0 D 2
13 0 3 4
15 10 46 9
s 0 6 8
31 10 62 6
o 0 62 6
25 0 50 0
EXHIBIT IV.
WAGES IN GERMANTY,
[From Consul General Frank Dillingham, Coburg.]

The following statisties, showing the rates of wages tg‘aiﬂ in the
Due e prices of

of Coburg, are supplementary to a reBort coverin
foodstuffs in the Duchy, fuhllshed in the Dalily Consular and Trade
Reports for November 23, 1910. The working day Is 10 hours.

Class of employces.

Bricklayers e ST $1. 07 to $1. 19
Carpenters._C o .83t0o .95
Painters 2 .83to0 .86
Plumbers 1.00to 1.20
Compositors .95to 1.20
Horseshoers. - .76t .83
Blacksmiths . TG to 83
Iron lders .05
Pattern makers. 1.48to 1.07
Cotton weavers .64
Woolen weavers .40to .64
Street laborers B89t .71
Bewer workers .48
Kettlemen in breweries 1. 00
EXHIBIT V.
Building trades wages, Philadelphia, union rafes.

1800 | 111
§2.00 §4.,00
3.83 5.00
3.38 4.00
3.50 5.00
3.25 4.00
1.7 3.00
3.00 3.50
2.08 3.20
1.05 3.00
3.00 4.00

The former rates (1890) were based on O hours a day and sometimes
10 constituting a day’s work. The latter (1911) are for 8 hours.
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EXHIBIT VI.
BUMMARIZED STATEMENT BY LONDON TIMES OF BRITISH BOARD OF TRADE
REPORT ON COMPARATIVE WAGE AND LIVING CONDITIONS.
There has just been issued by the board of trade an exhaustive re-

port upon an inquiry made regud.l.ng rents and the prices of the neces-
garies of life and the rates o waxes mva.'l.ljng ln principal indus-
trial towns of the United 8 !s pretacedmbyh

the

summary by Mr. G. R. Aakwlth. Jm which
rymﬁgnted the

towns in rent levels ut the New York level
on the whole exceeds that of the otner 8 to a far less extent than
the London level exceeds that of mﬂnc.isl towns. It ap-
Bmlted States ang Eoging o W‘.:Ig R & vely, 13 24 R OT00 1o the

n an es, T vely, 0 n the
building trades, 218 to 100 in th s, 246 to 100 in the

rin trades, 232 to 100 in all ‘the togutlm'.. Allowing
or a t advance in w;gea and between October, .1905, when
the Eng figures were en, and Feb , 1909, when the American
ﬁgur were taken, the ratlo is reduced to to 100,

The wee.kiy hours of labor were tom:u:l to be 11 per cent shorter In
the building trades in the United States than in England and Wales, and
7 per cent shorter in the prim trades, btrt 6 per cent 10 In the
engineering trades, the ratio in ns being 96 to

As regards rents, the American wor&m on the whole a lit-
tle more than twice as much as the B
amount of house accommodation, the actnal ratio
minimum of the pmdomimmt range of rents for the U
uswhulaenmmgmgy to 77 per cent thsnuxhnumo
range for towns in England and Wales for dwellings containing the
same number of rooms.

EXHIBIT VIL
EXTRACTS FROM LETTERS OF SAMUEL GOMPERS, PRESIDENT OF THE AMER-
ICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR, REFERRING TO HMOUSING CONDITIONE

ARROAD.

The housing of the w orkers of the various European cnu.ntries as
compared with that of same class in America would, in order to
e e D e S

‘were
them in order to create an exact im of the truth. , dn

making comparisons, o difficulty would be in fixing
O tions eﬁg in !i tiew germ dﬁesb:uc}l as Newazork aﬁung
urg, represen neither nor erican stan

what are created through the trngﬁ“& of the most helpless our
newly from a state, perhaps, more miserable

that in which they lived in their native countries to a level equal to the
financially lowest that is permanent among the Ameri citizens.
Locking at the housing problem e ‘greatest fact in favor of

America is spnee The wa in't.he country towns and in the
«cities smaller than the for population is congested
ean rent or perhaps Imy a upmte home. ernl, Europe does not

give this opportunity. For the only comlderable
city in Germa.uy whlch has Emall slngle—tamily houses adapted
needs of wor fg people. Only the h.lqn:enement house, excgt 1n rnre
cases, 18 to be other cities. m:Fe

as anen‘l‘.lyamt yer, an ani tnustalltn&ﬁve,slx,
or seven story stable. No; one animal in one stall—not so nd as
that—whule smilles or a herd of lodgem llva in one of t.he

In no city :n Europe d.ld 1 find mnta any r.onalﬁered.
‘than they run in Phundalghu, Baltimore, mum e, or In the New Eng-
land towns not having a boom, or even in man c!tles of the Mississippi
Basin. What strikes the Ameriean is how little the Buropean renting wage-
worker gets for his money. Very seldom indeed has he a bit of garden;
he takes a poor water service for granted ; his rooms are fewer and smaller
than is ordinarily the case of an American house, The rent payer is
usually a rent payer tor life. No institution ot the ﬁggorﬂon of the

and loan association exists in

American bulld: a:?' pean country.
The movement o hrﬁ mam from the position of rent payers to that
of householders has characteristic of America. hilan-
thropists, statesmen, and cooperators are at the present time endeavor-
ing 0 estxhllsh the neeensr.r mathods to br!.n; the same .reunlts.

Thre Elu'ope.lm wi classes, however, nalt.he,r hire servnnts nor
‘buy articles of lu except in rare cases. The musgle for a barehy
«@ecent lhu:g-‘: ever re them. Thelr necessary annnal famil

* eomp! lain and cheap food, which, ‘on the a.vemge

63 cent of the entire r.-u qnarters in ei 5 indnstrlnl "
or “slum™ district requiring 2 35 per cent md clothing 10
‘cent or more. These tﬁrcentagu mnat be indefint
do upon the size of family, on emrn.lng. d
the gmremment. Mentally - nuntemplnting e many citles 1 visited

% mind the conversations I
lived oth in Europe and Ameriea, I he.l.leve I ma
the cust or living in Europe or America is greater to the workingman de-

Ben on the standard of living he adopts while in America. If
vo]untnr lves the life of sel!-denm in counvs-l{ that he com-
ﬁ::lsorlty 1§ in his native land, hi of money about
e same. Even then he will hardly be able to esca gainl.ng some-

thing from the superior supply of the good th!.nﬁn e in America.
If T am ealled om to name one of tfe ood things wh!ch is conspicu-
: “Our common schools for the workers’ children,” and as 1
write the words I hear again the enthuslastic sentiments on this point
uttered in my presence | by Itallans, Bohemians, Austrians, and Irishmen.

“To think,” they say, * your ecountry gives even the schoolbooks free.”
Living is cheap to the wageworker in Europe only because he does
without wuhat.; InaAmurlim s00M bg:gfuesl ath gity to him—-foodt;ln
fnad quan an esentable clothes nmon -
workmen and Km‘iﬂu, and a comfortably %mﬂ I:ozf:a in
narters responding to his awakened desires for uauty with his Amer-

gmn neighbors, am! in general a larger and freer

EXHILBI‘I‘ VIIIL.

Hatimates showing American-made m;l ure-wool clothe for men’s
suits, dmg taﬂm (f cloihs corrupo ing thereto were imported
(referred 1o in forego?ng

On dﬂm’uc cloths, at 31 nnd u:nder-

ol value, 40 cen 3% yards to man's sult___ $1.40
16-ounce ecloth; sgeclﬂc duty (for wool], 83 pounds, at 33

cents per poun 1.16
Ad valorem, 50 per cent on $1.40 (manufacturer) . . .70
Hxpenses s

83 yards domestic, at 97 cents o 8. 40

On domestic cloths, at $1 and under—Con
14-ounce cloth, foreign walue,

3 33 yards $1. 40
33 yards, 40 ounces, specific duty. 34 poun.ﬂs. at 32 cents

wool) 1.01
Ad valorem (manufacturer) .70
Expenses .14

33 yards domestic, at ‘93 cents. 3.25
12-ounce cloth, 8% yards; 42 ounces, or 2§ pounds; foreign
s“&m'astiyyffds ds, at 33 cents (wool) 187

pecific du pounds, a cents (Wool) .

Ad_valorem '(manufacturer) 16
Exp .18

3% yards domestic, at 89 cents 3. 10

‘On domestic cloth, like suit, $2.25 (f:r yard, at $7.88 for suit:
l&ounce fore cloth, 3] at 81 12peryard ______ 3.92
Bpecific duo poun , a s {wook) oo oL 1. 54
E‘om E:e, 'mlomm, 55 per cent (manufac- 254
Expenses .26
7.88
14-ounce cloth; foreign value, $1.16 pe 4,06

84 yards, 49 ounces, or 34 pounds; fpcdyﬁc dntr, 811, pomﬂn

at 44 cents (wool) 1.86
.Ad valorem, 55 per cent (manufacturer)......________ 2.23
Expenses .24

7.88
12-ounce cloth; foreign mlue, $1.20 per i (31 rds]__... 4.20
84 yands, 45 oincss, o 3§ pouncs: ecic duty, & powids,
Ad valorem, 55 per cent (manufacturer) — . ___ 2.'31
Expenses .21
7.88

EXHIBIT IX.

Hvurrox DYEING & thsnmc Co. (Inc.),
hiladelphia, June 13, 1911
Hon. J. HamMprox Moo!

House of R@mmtaﬁws, Washington, D. O.
HoxoraBLE 8Bir: We beg to call rour attention to ﬂm inclosed circn-
lar nﬂmrﬁnlnf coat and tmums for §80. The cloth is attached to the
twillta.ke andstomkethistwtﬂ:leeesnit,utnmt-
zhe 1 cost of $3.75 tor e ontside material.

At pnim ot $30 who gets the rest?

We desire to draw your attention to the amount the dyer of the
stock nnd the finisher of the cloth sets in this $30 suit. The dyer re-
1 cents and the finisher 12 cents, these amounts tn he dednctad
trom the ﬁo“ it takes to furnish mm:ial for this §30 suit
The writer feels that if d{ym:r brother Congressmen would get better
acquainted with these conditions they would not be longx_ down
to something stable and give us some standard to work

Yours, truly,
Horroxy Dyeixeg & Fixisame Co. (INc.),

Jaues HuvLToX, President.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, Chairman, T move that the com-
mittee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
snmed the chair, Mr. Froyp of Arkansas, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported
that that committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R.
11019) to reduce the duties on wool and manufactures of wool,
and had come to no resolution thereon.

ADJOURNMENT.

Then on mofion of Mr. Usperwoop (at 5 o'clock and 50 min-
utes p. m.), the House adjourned until 12 o'clock noon to-mor-
row, Thursday, June 15, 1811.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo-
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. KALANTANAOLE : A bill (H. R. 11611) to authorize
the Territory of Hawaii to guarantee the interest on railway
construction bonds; to the Committee on the Territories.

Alse, a bill (H. R. 11612) to establish a national park in ithe
Territory of Hawali; to the Committee on the Territories.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11613) to promote Caucasian immigration
to the Territory of Hawaii; to the Committee on the Territo-
ries.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11614) for the establishment of a light-
house on the island of Hawaii, Territory of Hawaii; te the
Committee on Intersiate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11615) to provide a lighthouse depot at
Honolulu, Territory of Hawaii; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

Also, a bIIl (H. R. 11616) providing aids to navigation in the
Territory of Hawaii: to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11617) to provide for the construction of n
revenue cutter for service in the Hawaiian Islands; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 11618) to amend the laws concerning pas-
senger transportation between ports of the Territory of Hawaii
and other ports of the United States; to the Committee on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11619) to establish a fish-cultural and bio-
logical station in the Territory of Hawaii; to the Committee on
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries,

By Mr. ANDERSON of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 11620) to pro-
vide for the purchase of a site and the erection of & monument
to the memory of Col. William Crawford; to the Committee on
the Library.

By Mr. SIMS: A bill (H. R. 11621) providing for the estab-
lishment of a system of local rural parcel post; to the Commit-
tee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. COX of Indiana: Resolution (H. Res. 207) calling on
the Postmaster General for information as to department’s
construction of certain postal laws; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. COVINGTON: Resolution (H. Res. 208) directing
the Secretary of War to transmit certain records in the War
Department to the House of Representatives; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

By Mr. COOPER: Memorial from the Legislature of Wiscon-
sin in regard to passports issued by the United States Govern-
ment; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Also, memorial from the Legislature of Wisconsin relating
to the sending into any State of money or campaign literature
in violation of the corrupt practice law of that State; to the
Committee on Election of President, Vice President, and Rep-
resentatives in Congress.

Also, memorial from the Legislature of Wisconsin relating to
the Sherman antitrust law; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADAIR: A bill (H. R. 11622) granting an increase
of pension to George R. Dickerson; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 11623) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas W. Botkin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Ohio: A bill (H. R, 11624) granting
an increase of pension to William N. Thorn; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, CLINE: A bill (H. R. 11625) for the relief of Milton
Thompson ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas: A bill (H. R. 11626) granting
an increase of pension to William Tyler; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KALANTANAOLE: A bill (H. R. 11627) to correct
the military record of Barkley 8. Denison; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11628) authorizing John T. McCrosson and
associates to construct an irrigation ditch on the island of
Hawaii, Territory of Hawaii; to the Committee on the Ter-
ritories.

‘By Mr. KOPP: A bill (H. R, 11629) granting an increase of
pension to Perry Walker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 11630) granting an increase of pension to
Ambrose Jones; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11631) granting an increase of pension to
Newton Turner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY : A bill (H. R. 11632) granting an in-
crease of pension to John Holland ; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 11633) granting an increase of pension to
George L. Keach; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PALMER: A bill (H. R. 11634) granting an increase
of pension to George Setzer; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. SELLS: A bill (H. R. 11635) granting a pension to
John W, McMahan ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11636) granting a pension to Thomas C.
Crow; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, ‘R. 11637) granting a pension to Barneybass
Eastridge; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11638) granting a pension to William P.
Barlow; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 11639) for the relief of William H. Tay-
lor; to the Commitfee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11640) for the relief of Jesse Ferguson; to
the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 11641) for the relief of Henry Smith; to
the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 11642) for the relief of the widow of Wil-
liam M. Henry; to the Committee on War Claims,

By Mr. STEENERSON: A bill (H. R. 11643) granting an
increase of pension to Charles H. Sikes; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 11644) granting an increase of pension to
Walter BE. Truax; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11645) granting an increase of pension to
Perry Powers; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 11646) granting an increase of pension to
George W. Weller; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 11647) granting an increase of pension to
Phineas P. Stewart; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11648) granting an increase of pension to
J. H. Van Nett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H, R, 11649) granting an increase of pension to
John Deforge; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11650) granting a pension to Lewis Weath-
erhead; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 11651) for the
relief of William W, Danenhower; to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

By Mr., WILSON of New York: A bill (H, R. 11652) for the
relief of Peter Kemmer; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H, R. 11653) granting a pension to Jane A.
Kirby; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. AYRES: Petitions of citizens of the Bronx and of
New York City, in favor of the parcels post; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. BROWN : Memorial of Local No. 87, of Rio, W. Va.,
urging upon Congress the enactment of the illiteracy test into
law; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. FITZGERALD : Resolution of the Chicago Clearing
House Association, relative to proposed legislation aﬁ’ectlng
the cold-storage industry; to the Committee on Interstate an
Foreign Commerce,

Also, resolutions of the Cleveland Chamber of Commerce,
urging the amendment of the corporation-tax law to permit
each corporation to make its return at the close of its fiscal
year; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

Also, resolutions adopted by the annunal convention of the
Workmen's Sick and Death Benefit Fund of the United States
of America at New York City, favoring Mr. BErcer's resolution
for an investigation of the McNamara affair; to the Committee
on Rules,

Also, resolutions of the New York State Pharmaceuntical
Association, opposing House bill 8887, introduced by Mr, SHER-
LEY; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas: Papers to accompany bill for
the relief of William Tyler; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. HARRISON of New York: Petitions of Edward J.
Twean, Harry Rush, William P. McKenna, James Keating,
William Weisner, P, F. McGovern, Frank J. McGuire, Thomas
8. Morar, William Reis, H. Laberde, A. Beelemin, James A.
Dempsey, Hugh McGuire, Charles H, Minder, E. J. Gorman,
James Lyman, and numerous others, of New York City; W. P.
Andelfinger, of Oswego, N, Y.; and H. 8. Thompson, of Newark,
N. J., all praying for the repeal of duty on lemons; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McDERMOTT: Petition of Illinois Manufacturers'
Association, to amend the corporation-tax law; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY : Resolution by the Woman's Chris-
tian Temperance Unions of Providence, R. I, urging the pas-
sage of a general arbitration treaty, without reserve, with Great
Britain and other countries; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. STEENERSON: Petition of O. Dalby and others, of
Greenbush, Minn,, asking for a reduction in the duty on raw
and refined sugars; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of E. O. Erickson, Ole E. Dahle, Ole C. Slitte-
vold, and 82 others, citizens of Polk, Red Lake, Pennington, and
Clearwater Counties, Minn., in objection to the grant of
300,000 acres of Government land to the Archbishop of Santa
Fe, N. Mex.; to the Committee on the Territories.

By Mr. UNDERHILL: Petition of H. Planten & Son, Brook-
Iyn, N. Y., in opposition to House bill 8887; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of J. F. Marshall and others, of Waterloo,
N. X, asking for a reduction in the duty on sugar; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Meauns.
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